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Mr. GORE. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bush 
Butler 
Capehart 
case 
Crippa 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 
Ferguson 

Flanders 
Gore 
Hendrickson 
Hickenlooper 
Jackson 
Jenner 
Johnson, Tex. 
Knowland 
Kuchel 
M;cCarthy 
Millikin 

Mundt 
Neely 
Payne 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Upton 
Wiley 
Wllliams 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is not present. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Sergeant at Arms be di· 
rected to request the attendance of ab
sent Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser

geant at Arms will execute the order of 
the Senate. 

After a little delay, Mr. CoRDON and 
Mr. WATKINs entered the Chamber and 
answered to their names. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Sergeant at Arms be di· 
rected to compel the attendance of ab
sent Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SALTONSTALL in the chair). The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from California. All in favor of 
the motion will signify by saying "Aye." 

Mr. GORE. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
an insufficient second The yeas and 
nays are not ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Chair at least count the 
number who request the yeas and nays? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair respectfully states that he has 
counted, and less than the required num
ber of Senators have raised their hands. 

The question is on agreeing to the mo
tion of the Senator from California that 
the Sergeant at Arms be directed to com
pel the attendance of absent Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser

geant at Arms will execute the order of 
the Senate. 
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After a little further delay, Mrs. SMITH 
of Maine and Mr. HuMPHREY entered the 
Chamber and answered to their names. 

After further delay, Mr. ANDERSON, 
Mr. BENNETT, Mrs. BOWRING, Mr. BRICKER, 
Mr. CLEMENTS, Mr. GILLETTE, Mr. GREEN, 
Mr. IVES, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. 
MARTIN, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and 
Mr. THYE entered the Chamber and an
swered to their names. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. JACKSON]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. What was the last 
motion which was made? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Washington yield for the 
purpose of the propounding by the Sen
ator from New Mexico of a parliamen
tary inquiry? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield, with the un
derstanding that I shall not lose my 
right to the :floor. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, was 
there a motion made to secure the at
tendance of absent Senators? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
is correct. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Has the Sergeant 
at Arms secured the attendance of the 
absent Senators? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would respectfully state that it 
takes 49 Senators to constitute a quorum. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I did not ask that 
question, Mr. President. Was the mo· 
tion to obtain a sufficient number of 
Senators for a quorum, or to secure the 
attendance of absent Senators? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion was to secure the attendance of 
absent Senators. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Was there any mo· 
tion made to stop the obtaining of a 
quorum? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair has recognized the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. JAcKsoN]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Was the Senator 
from Washington recognized before the 
quorum call? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Washington. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Is the Senator from 
Washington the only Senator entitled 
to recognition? I was on my feet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair saw the two Senators on their 
feet and he chose to recognize the Sen· 
ator from Washington. The Senator 
from Washington has the :floor. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi· 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from Washington may yield not 
to exceed 5 minutes to the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] without los· 
ing his right to the :floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas ·asks unanimous 
consent that the Senator from Wash· 
ington may yield 5 minutes to the Sen
ator from New Mexico without losing the 
:floor. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I object to that, 
because it would not be sufficient for my 
purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico objects to the 
request. The Senator from Washing
ton has the :floor. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the 
amendments to the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1946 presently before the Senate for 
consideration are of great interest to me. 
I served for 4 years as a member of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, and 
for that reason I have a deep apprecia
tion of the potentialities which the de· 
velopment of atomic energy holds for the 
future. The unlocking of the atom for 
peacetime use offers limitless possibilities 
for lightening the burden of man and 
bringing a higher level of prosperity to 
the people of America and of the world. 
, Having studied the atomic energy pro .. 
gram intensively for 4 years, I am nat .. 
urally concerned about the amendments 
which have been proposed to the 1946 
Atomic Energy Act-an act which has 
served us so well for an 8-year period. 
These years have seen tremendous prog .. 
ress in the development of the science 
of nuclear energy. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JACKSON. I am very glad to 
yield. 

Mr. GORE. What features of the 
pending bill does the junior Senator from 
Washington think it necessary to pass 
or to enact at this time? 

Mr. JACKSON. I should say that the 
provisions in the pending bill which 
should be acted upon by Congress prior 
to adjournment relate to the interna
tional exchange of information, which, 
in turn, of course, ties in with our na· 
tional defense program. 

The domestic features of the bill 
could well go over until a better oppor
tunity has been afforded to make a. 
thorough study and determination of 
this phase of the program. 

Mr. GORE. The junior Senator from 
Washington feels, then, that the power 
and licensing features of the bill could 
well go over for more careful considera· 
tion; does he?. 
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Mr. JACKSON. I think it would be in 
the public interest for those features 
to go over until the next session, if 
Congress considers it is necessary to ad
journ by the date which has presently 
been set; namely, July 31. 

Mr. GORE. Does the junior Senator 
from Washington feel that the bill could, 
without great difficulty, be divided be
tween the international features and 
the domestic features? 

Mr. JACKSON. There is no ques
t ion about it, in my. mind. I think that 
if there had been some division of the 
bill, more expeditious handling of the 
pending legislation could have been 
obt ained. 

One of the primary reasons why I am 
interested in the proposed amendments 
is that they not only deal with some 
of the international questions of pooling 
our atomic resources, but they set the 
pattern for the future peacetime domes
tic uses of this new source of energy. 

In fact, the amendments now being 
considered set a new course which we 
are to follow in making the benefits of 
this resource available to the people of 
America. 

One of the principal peacetime uses of 
atomic energy is the commercial produc
tion of electric power. Here, again, we 
have a subject in which I am vitally in
terested, for electricity is the very life
blood of the economy of the Pacific 
Northwest, and particularly of the econ
omy of the State which I represent. 

Although my State has some coal de
posits, it has no oil or natural gas. The 
energy base for the economy of the Pa
cific Northwest of necessity is low-cost 
hydroelectric power. Hydroelectric pow
er is as basic to the economy of my State 
as coal is to Pennsylvania; as silver is to 
;Nevada; as oil is to Texas. 

During the past 20 years we have seen 
tangible evidences of the benefits which 
the development of this resource have 
brought to our area, and of the poten
tialities which further development of
fer for the future. With the construc
tion of the giant Grand Coulee, Bonne
ville, Hungry Horse, and other dams in 
the Pacific Northwest, land once use
less has been brought under cultivation, 
:floods have been controlled, navigation 
has been improved, and, perhaps most 
important of all, an abundance of elec
trical energy at low cost has brought new 
industries and new job opportunities. 

Within the past two decades the Pa
cific Northwest has become one of the 
great centers in our Nation for the elec
trochemical and electrometallurgical in
dustries. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I ask unanimous con
sent to state that I am present in the 
Chamber. 

Mr. JACKSON. We produce almost 
half of the Nation's aluminum-alumi
num which during World War IT and the 
Korean war was vital to the production 
of planes for our national defense. 

While I am discussing national de
fense, I am sure I need not remind the 
Senate of the fact that the availability 
of an abundance of low-cost powe1· was 

one of the primary reasons why the 
Atomic Energy installation was located 
on the Columbia River at Hanford, 
Wash. Incidentally, another great re
gion of low-cost public power-the Ten
nessee Valley-was selected as the site 
for a second great Atomic Energy instal
lation. 

Though it is of prime importance in 
my State and the entire Pacific North
west, electric energy, of course, is of 
basic importance to the economy of the 
entire country. It has been estimated, 
for example, that electric motors today 
provide at least 90 percent of the me
chanical power used in industrial plants. 
An analysis of comparable industr ies, as 
covered by the census of manufactures, 
shows that the use of electric energy 
per man-hour of labor increased from 
2.61 kilowatt-hours in 1929 to 4.60 kilo
watt-hours in 1933 and 5.71 kilowatt
hours in 1947. By 1950 the average was 
estimated at 6.29 kilowatt-hours. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GORE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. In other words, in 

the space of a little more than 20 years, 
the use of power per man-hour in
creased by about 135 percent, from a 
relative of . 100 to a relative of 235. 
This meant the use, did it not, of more 
capital per unit of labor, and therefore 
it resulted in increased productivity 
per man-hour? 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The increased pro
ductivity per man-hour resulted in in
creased wages per man-hour; did it 
not? 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Did not this expand 
the buying power and the standard of 
living of the people of the Pacific 
Northwest? 

Mr. JACKSON. It led to the inevi
table result of a better standard of liv
ing for the people of the Northwest; 
and in other areas of the country where 
that change took place also, it benefited 
the people to a corresponding extent. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that a 
multitude of processing industries have 
developed in the Northwest as a result 
of the abundance of cheap electric 
power? 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is on 
very firm ground. The truth of the 
matter is that one of the most dynamic 
forces that has led to a substantial ex
pansion of the private enterprise sys
tem in the Northwest has been directly 
t raceable to power. It has furnished 
new lifeblood to industry in the area. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true, for 
instance, that the present state of de
velopment of the aluminum industry, 
which has made such great strides in 
the Northwest, would not have been 
possible had it not been for the cheap 
electric power? 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator has 
pointed out an outstanding example. 
Prior to 1940 not a single pound of alu-

minum was produced in the Northwest. 
During the war years, · about half of all 
the pig aluminum produced in the United 
States was made in that area. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 

cheap power has therefore made possible 
the great development of private enter
prise in the fabricating industries? 

Mr. JACKSON. It has definitely 
brought about a substantial increase of 
that industry in that area. In addition, 
I think it might be well to point out that, 
by reason of the cheap hydroelectric 
power, it has been possible for the alumi
num companies there to reduce the cost 
of aluminum. Roughly 40 percent of the 
cost of pig aluminum is represented in 
power charges. When the cost of power 
is brought down to a low level, of course 
there is afforded the opportunity of re
ducing prices. The Government has 
been one of the big beneficiaries of the 
reduction of the cost of aluminum, for 
the reason that, dating away back to 
1940, the Federal Government has been 
one of the large purchasers of aluminum, 
because of the expansion of our Air 
Force. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not further true 
that the reduction in the price of alumi
num, which came about as a result of 
cheap power, not only has stimulated 
private enterprise, but has also made it 
possible for the consumers of the coun
try to get the benefit of light metals 
which require a great deal o·f electricity 
for their fabrication, and hence has 
enormously raised the standard of liv
ing, not only of the people of the north
western area, but of the people of the 
country as a whole? 

Mr. JACKSON. Every segment of the 
American economy has been benefited 
as a result of the widespread use of alu
minum made possible by reason, pri
marily at least, of cheap hydroelectric 
power. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. BuT
LER in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Washington yield to the Senator 
from Illinois? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. As the Senator from 

Washington may know, 35 or 40 years 
ago, the senior Senator from Illinois lived 
for 2 years in the Pacific Northwest. At 
that time there was great opposition to 
the idea of the public generation of 
power. Would the Senator from Wash
ington inform the Senator from Illinois 
whether he is correct in his impression 
that; as a result of the work that has 
been carried on, the opposition to public 
power has largely ceased, in the State of 
Washington, at least? 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is cor
rect in his understanding of the situa
tion in the State of Washington. I 
know that the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois has had the opportunity 
to witness the great change that has 
taken place in the State of Washington 
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since he first arrived in that State back 
in 1920 or 1921.· When he returned later· 
he had the opportunity of seeing all the 
new industries which had been made 
possible as a result of cheap hydroelec
tric power. The junior Senator from 
Washington will state further that the 
people of the State of Washington, Re
publicans and Democrats alike, are 
keenly aware of the benefits that come 
from a sound public-power program. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the Senator from 
Tilinois correct in his impression that 
many . of those who originally opposed 
the public power policy now claim, and 
some . actually believe, they helped to 
start and sponsor the policy? 

Mr. JACKSON. I think that is true. 
There are many persons who have found 
it is quite a popular claim to make, and 
have joined forces with the early pio
neers in the field of public power. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator 
from Washington wish to comment on 
the remark that time creates many 
reconciliations? 

Mr. JACKSON. I think the junior 
Senator from Washington might remark 
that is a saying which answers the ques
tion very effectively. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator 
yield further for a question? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not possible that 

Senators on the other side of the aisle 
who are now opposing the attempt to re
tain the development of atomic energy 
for the people, and who have been trying 
to turn it over and give it away, may, per
haps in 30 years, claim that they were 
the great defenders of the principle of 
the public utilization of atomic energy? 

Mr. JACKSON. I hesitate to make 
predictions of what may happen at any 
future time on a subject such as the 
one now being debated. Such predic
tions would be highly speculative. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator 
yield further for a question? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not possible, 

judging from the experience . of the 
Pacific Northwest, that those who are 
now trying to turn over this great re
source of the people, without payment, 
to big industries, if they are thwarted 
in their design, may later undertake to. 
claim that they always wanted the pub
lic to have some of the benefits derived 
from the splitting of the .atom? 

Mr. JACKSON. That might well hap
pen. I hope we do not have to go 
through the long, painful process we 
had to go through in the public power 
field, of educating many people who are 
not able to see the real opportunity that 
exists in the field of public power for the 
good of all our people. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator 
yield for a question and an analogy? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Has the Senator 

from Washington ever strolled down 
Commonwealth Avenue in Boston and 
observed the monument to the memory 
of William Lloyd Garrison, and also 
monuments to the memory of other 

worthy Bostonians of the period from 
1830 to 1860, and has he thought from 
these appear.ances that these men worked 
together in happy harmony for the free
dom of mankind during the period from 
1830 to 1860? 

Mr. JACKSON. The junior Senator 
from Washington has not been in Boston 
in a long, long time. Inasmuch as I was 
asked the question, I must reply that it 
has been a long time since I have been 
there. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator 
yield further for a question and an ex
planation, without yielding his right to 
the floor? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, what is the request of the Senator 
from Illinois? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yielded for a ques-
tion. · 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true-
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi

dent, what was the request of the Sena
tor from Illinois? I reserve the right to 
object. I want to know what his re
quest was. I understood it was a double
barreled request. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I requested the Sen
ator from Washington to yield for a 
question--

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I have no ob
jection to his yielding for a question. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And an explanation. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I would ob

ject to anything else. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I modify my request, 

and now inquire whether I maJ have the 
permission of the chair to ask a question 
of ~~e Senator from Washington. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Washington yield for that 
purpose? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 

those worthies of Boston, who now have 
their memories commemorated by mon
uments, and who people believed dwelt 
in happy harmony, were, as a rna tter of 
fact, not in such harmony in the period 
in which they lived? 

Mr. JACKSON. That is correct. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. And is it not true 

that William Lloyd Garrison was 
dragged through the streets of Boston 
with a halter around his neck; and that 
when the mayor of Boston was asked 
who were the members of the mob, he re
plied, "Those were not members of a 
mob; they were the leading gentlemen 
of Boston." 

Mr. JACKSON. That is correct. 
Mr. President, total consumption of 

electric power in the United States in 
1950 had reached 334 billion kilowatt
hours, as compared to 74 billion in 1925. 
And the President's Materials Policy 
Commission reported in June 1952 that 
the demand for electrical energy in the 
United States during the next 25 years 
may be expected to increase 2% times if 
there is to be a doubling of the Nation's 
goods and services in that period. With 
such a growth, the electricity demand in 
1975, according to the President's Mate
rials Policy Commission, would be about 
1,400 billion kilowatt-hours, as compared 
with the generation of 389 billion kilo
watt-hours in 1950. 

More recently, .the Federal Power 
Commission, in a report issued earlier 
this month, confirmed these estimates. 
The report, entitled "Estimated Future 
Power Requirements in the United States 
by Regions, 1953 to 1975," predicts that 
peak loads will jump from 80 million 
kilowatts last year to 250 million kilo
watts in 1975, and tliat annual electria 
energy consumption will increase from 
440 billion kilowatt-hours in 1953 to 1,350 
billion-that is, to more than 1 Ya tril
lion kilowatt-hours-in 1975. 

This is the official estimate of the Fed
eral Commission which has tended to be 
conservative in its past estimates of our 
power requirements. We shall need 
three times as much electric power in 
this Nation by 1975. That is a tremen
dous challenge. Yet we know that elec
trical energy is the cornerstone of our 
economy and our life today, and that we 
must have this power if we are to pros
per. Today, as we consider a new source 
of energy vastly more promising than 
either water or fossil fuels, we must look 
ahead to the future, and we must set our 
sights on power requirements which will 
dwarf anything we have yet generated 
at our great steam plants and giant 
dams. 

I have brought this information to the 
attention of the Senate because I want 
to emphasize the importance of the elec
tric industry to the economy of the Na
tion. An appreciation of the significance 
of this industry is extremely important 
in considering the pending amendments 
to the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, be
cause one of the basic purposes of that 
act, as I have already noted, is to set the 
pattern for the future peacetime devel
opment and utilization of electric power. 

Before we consider the manner pre
scribed in the pending bill for the de
velopment of our new atomic resource, 
I believe it is extremely important to 
review the manner in which Congress 
has established the p_olicies for the de
velopment and utilization of another re
source in which the Federal Government 
has a paramount interest-namely, the 
development of our -Nation's river basins 
for hydroelectric power and other uses. 

In examining the history of our water
power development, we find that for 
more than 50 years the Government has 
taken a vital part in this program. The 
first Reclamation Act was passed by 
Congress in 1902; and we find that, to 
date, the Federal Government has de
veloped about 10 million kilowatts of in
stalled hydroelectric power capacity. 

Although selfish interests have im
peded the progress of this development 
at every step of the way, there has never 
been any serious question as to the pro
priety of the Federal Government's right 
to develop our Nation's waterpower re
sources. I can well remember the an
guished cries of the private power lobby 
when the proposal was made that the 
Federal Government construct Grand 
Coulee Dam. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Washington yield for a 
question? 

Mr. JACKSON. I am glad to yield for 
a question. 

Mr. GORE. How would the junior 
Senator from Washington compare the 



11322 CONGRESSIONAL -~CORD- SENATE July 22 

investment of the taxpayers O"f the coun
try in atomic energy, as a natural re
source, with their investment in the nat
ural resource of water? 

Mr. JACKSON. I would say those in
vestments are comparable. The water 
resources of the country belong to an 
the people of the United States, and so 
do the atomic resources. Both are, of : 
necessity, a monopoly. It seems to me 
there is quite an exact parallel to be 
dr awn between hydroelectric power and 
atomic power. 

Mr. GORE. If the United States Gov
ernment were to be prohibited from de
veloping power in commercial quanti
ties for atomic energy, whereas the door 
remained open for companies of very 
large financial resources to obtain the 
use of fissionable materials for the pur
pose of developing commercial electric
ity, would not that operate as a denial of 
such development to small business, to 
municipal electric systems, and to rural 
electric cooperatives? 

Mr. JACKSON. I quite agree with the 
Senator from Tennessee. The very basis 
of the Federal power program has been 
the distribution of this resource to the 
greatest possible number of persons, at 
the lowest possible cost consistent with 
sound business practices. I believe this 
has been a wise policy, as has been dem
onstrated by the record of -achievement 
since the Federal · Government has been 
developing the huge hydroelectric-power 
projects. It has been one of the main 
bulwarks in keeping a dynamic private 
enterprise economy operating in the 
Nation. It has helped make it possible 
for small private enterprise to continue 
in the United States, in the face of the 
great threat of monopoly. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, wilt 
the Senator from Washington yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I am happy to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. PASTORE. I realize it is 2:20 
a. m., and I do not wish to anticipate 
anything the Senator from Washington 
will say--

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator from 
Rhode Island need not worry about that; 
I am in good shape. -

Mr. PASTORE. Fine; I am glad to 
see that the Senator from Washington 
is indeed in good shape. 

Does not the Senator feel that the 
question of monopoly is more or less pro
tected, in the sense that the Government 
itself will retain title to all this special 
material? 

Mr. JACKSON. Technically, yes. 
That is a ready answer. However, if I 
have some property and I decide to give 
a 99-year lease on my property, for all 
practical purposes I am almost divesting 
myself of title. I am concerned not 
about the refinements of the program, 
but about how it will work in practice. 
I think that is the most important con
sideration. I believe that a great mis
take is being made in not making a 
more effective distribution of this re
source in the public interest. I think 
the Federal power-development program 
is an ·outstanding example of a wise and 
effective policy which dates back to the 
time of Theodore Roosevelt, when the 
first Reclamation Act was passed, in 
1902. 

We were told then that there would 
be no one there to use the power but 
the jackrabbits. I need not remind you 
now, of course, Mr. President, that we 
are using all of the Grand Coulee power. 
In fact , there never was any difficulty 
in finding a market for this power; and 
today we need the equivalent of a new 
Bonneville Dam every year, if we are 
to keep up with the tremendous require
ments of electric power in our region. 

So, we find, first of all, that the Gov
ernment's own responsibility in devel
oping this natural resource has never 
been seriously questioned. In fact, we 
have found that the Government must 
continue to take an active and forward
looking role in our water-resource de
velopment program for the strengthen
ing of our economy, the creation of new 
jobs for our increasing population, and 

. to provide a higher standard of living. 
A second cardinal principle which has 

been established in the development of 
our water-power resources has been a 
preference to local public agencies and 
rural electric cooperatives in the mar
keting of power from our federally 
developed hydroelectric power resources. 

This preference was first enunciated 
by Congress in the Reclamation Act of 
1906. Since that time it has been re
affirmed and strengthened by Congress 
on at least 12 occasions, during both 
Democratic and Republican administra
tions. In fact, during the present ses
sion of Congress this principle of pref
erence to local public agencies and rural 
electric cooperatives was again re
affirmed in the Falcon Dam Act. 

The preference principle has been 
discussed so much; it has been the cen
ter of so much controversy; and-as I 
shall show later-it should be such a 
fundamental part of the atomic energy 
legislation, that I should like to take a 
few minutes to discuss some of the fac
tors basic to this principle. 

The preference to nonprofit public 
agencies and rural electric cooperatives 
has its roots deep in American history, 
and stems from the principle that the 
benefits of public resources should be 
distributed as widely as possible, and 
without monopolization by large cor
porations or any special-interest groups. 
This principle has dictated the manner 
of distribution of our homestead lands; 
it has prevailed in the disposition of sur
plus property. 

What are some of the public agencies 
which have received a preference in the 
marketing of Federal power? How well 
have _they made the benefits of this pub
lic resource available at the lowest pos
sible cost, to the largest number of per
sons? 

Nationally, we find from statistics of 
the Federal Power Commission that mu
nicipally owned electric utilities, public
utility districts, and other local public 
agencies have an enviable record. 

Although these local public agencies,. 
on the average, are only about one-tenth 
the size of the private-power companies, 
the average residential consumer of the 
local publicly owned electric utility in 
1952 used 3,011 kilowatt-hours of elec
tricity, whereas the average consumer 
of the private utility used only . 2,069 
kilowatt-hours. However, despite th~ 

fact that the consumer of the local, pub
licly owned electric system used 45.5 
percent more. power than his neighbor 
served by a privately owned utility, the 
average annual bill of the public-power . 
consumer was only $55.47, as compared 
to $59 for the private-power customer. 

In other words, despite his substan
tially larger consumption of electricity, 
the average annual bill of the consumer 
of the publicly owned electric system 
was 6 percent lower than that of the 
private-power customer. 

In my State, because of the fact that 
our region is blessed with fine hydroelec
tric power facilities, the consumers of 
the publicly owned electric systems en
joy even greater consumption of elec
tricity than the national average for the 
publicly· owned electric systems. For 
many years the Nation's lowest residen
tial rates and highest consumption of 
electrical energy have been enjoyed by 
residents of Tacoma, Wash., who are 
the owners-or stockholders, if you 
will-of Tacoma City Light. Today, this 
leadership continues, except that a 
friendly neighbor, Seattle City Light, is 
challenging Tacoma's position as the city 
offering the lowest residential electric 
rates. 

Let us look for a moment at rates. 
The Nation's lowest monthly residential 
rate for 100 kilowatt-hours is $1.70 in 
Tacoma. For 250 kilowatt-hours, it is 
$3.20-again in Tacoma. and for 500 
kilo-watt-hours, it is $5.14-in Seattle, 
followed closely by Tacoma, with $5.35. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a question. 
Mr. GORE. Is it the opinion of the 

junior Senator from Washington that 
the areas most likely to receive the 
greatest benefit from the development 
of electricity generated from atomic en
ergy will be those which do not now have 
the favorable power rates to which the 
Senator has just made reference? 

Mr. JACKSON. The distinguished 
junior Senator from Tennessee bas 
raised a very important question, in my 
opinion. I sincerely believe that if a 
proper Federal program is worked out 
it will give to those areas an opportunity 
to enjoy cheap atomic electric power. 
I think it can be a real lifesaver to many 
areas of the country which are suffer
ing from depletion of resources, and 
where there is heavy unemployment. It 
will give such areas an opportunity to 
bring in industries, if the Federal Gov
ernment is permitted to make power 
available through the use of atomic fis
sion at low rates consistent with good, 
sound business practice. 

Mr. GORE. Then would it be · the 
opinion of the junior Senator from 
Washington that the areas not now 
favored with the power rate structure 
which prevails in his State and in mine 
should be the most interested in the 
preservation of the preference clause in 
the bill and also in the type of develop
ment which would make available to 
small business and to public utilities the 
benefits thereof? 

Mr. JACKSON. One would certainly 
think so. I would add that, as the dis
tinguished junior Senator from Tennes
see has pointed out, private enterprise 
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has a tremendous stake in cheap power, 
whether it comes from hydroelectric 
sources or from atomic sources. In those 
areas where today the cost of power is 
high, cheap atomic power would give 
private enterprise a real shot in the arm. 

By comparison with the rates prevail
ing in Seattle and Tacoma, the national 
monthly average residential rates, as 
computed by the Federal Power Com
mission, are nearly twice as great for 
each of these categories: $3.70 for 100 
kilowatt-hours; $7.02 for 250 kilowatt
hours; and $10.17 for 500 kilowatt
hours. 

Th-e logical result of these low rates 
is that residents of Tacoma and Seattle 
use more electricity than most other 
groups in the Nation-far more than 
most. In the year 1952, the latest year 
for which Federal Power Commission 
statistics are available, Tacoma became 
the first large city in the Nation to 
achieve an average annual residential 
electric energy consumption of more 
than 7,000 kilowatt-hours. The exact 
figure was 7,077 kilowatt-hours. Seattle 
boasted an average annual residential 
usage of 6,312 kilowatt-hours. Compare 
these figures of more than 7,000 kilo
watt-bows and more than 6,000 kilo
watt-hours with the national average of 
less than 2,000 kilowatt-hours for the 
year 1952. According to the Federal 
Power Commission, the national average 
was only 1,968 kilowatt-hours, less than 
one-third as much electric energy as 
was used in homes in Tacoma and 
Seattle. . 

Tacoma City Light is more than 60 
years old, and Seattle City Light began 
operating more than half a century ago. 
The story -of these two great municipal 
systems is well known throughout the 
Nation. Less well known is the fact that 
other, smaller municipal systems in the 
State of Washington also are providing 
abundant, low-cost electricity to thou
sands of consumers. Let me cite two 
examples. Residential and rural con
sumers served by the municipal system 
at Ellensburg, Wash., used an average 
of 6,782 kilowatt-hours in 1952; and in 
Cheney, Wash., they used an average of 
6,460 kilowatt-hours. In both instances, 
they paid about half the national aver
age rate for this electric energy. 

Since 1935, thousands of other electric 
consumers in Washington State have 
been benefiting from another type of lo
cal public power, 'the public utility dis
trict. Today some 22 public utility dis
tricts are serving more than 200,000 
consumers in the State of Washington. 
Although they have been serving their 
consumer-owners for only a few years, 
these systems have compiled an enviable 
record. 

In 1952 residential consumers served
by the PUD's used an average of 5,604 
kilowatt-hours-more than 2% times as 
great as the national average of less than 
2,000 kilowatt-hours. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Washington yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a question. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield for a unanimous-consent 
request, with the understanding that he 
will not lose his right to the floor? 

Mr. JACKSON. Provided that-
Mr. PURTELL. May I inquire what 

the request entails? 
Mr. PASTORE. It is for the purpose · 

of proposing an amendment to the pend
ing amendment. 

Mr. PURTELL. I must object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. JACKSON. For this electricity 

the PUD customers paid rates far under 
the national average: $6.06 for a month
ly tlsage of 500 kilowatt-hours as com
pared with the national average of 
$10.17. 

Mr. President, these figures present a 
truly remarkable record of public service 
by local public-power agencies. 

As we have seen, therefore, the local 
public agencies have well lived up to the 
trust placed in them as preference cus
tomers. They are truly providing more 
power at lower cost. 

Likewise, the rural electric coopera
tives have an enviable record of serving 
the rural areas wbich for so many years 
were without the benefits of electric 
service. Let me remind Members of the 
Senate that when the rural electrifica
tion program was instituted some 20 
years ago by President Roosevelt, only 
10 percent of · the Nation's farms were 
served by electricity. Today, as a re
sult of the stimulus of the loan program 
of the Rural Electrification Administra- 
tion, approximately 90 percent of the 
Nation's farms Lave electric service, and · 
about half of the:n are served by the 
rural electric . cooperatives. · 

Today, we are still at the threshold of 
the use of electricity on the farm. When 
the REA program was first instituted, 
it was the general conception that the 
immediate objective of the program was 
to bring electric light to each room of 
the farmhouse . . But as the program has 
progressed, many new uses of electricity 
have been found; and electricity, which 
at one time was considered necessary 
primarily for the farm home, today is an 
essential part of the operation of the 
modern farm. 

As new uses for electricity have been 
developed, there has been a particularly 
sharp increase in the demands for elec
tricity by rural consumers. · In fact, the 
needs of these consumers have far ex
ceeded the most optimistic estimates. 
In the past 5 years the electric loads of 
REA borrowers have increased from 3.3 
billion kilowatt-hours in 1947, to 11.4 
billion, in 1952 ; or the loads have more 
than tripled in these 5 years. During 
the past 10 years the increase has been 
tenfold. 

The success of the rural electric co
operatives is the most impressive testi
monial to the merit of their receiving a 
preference in the availability of federally 
produced hydroelectric power. 

Both the local publicly owned electric 
systems and the rural electric coopera
tives, hO\ .. ·ever, are small, by comparison 
with the privately owned electric util
ities. Together, they serve only about 
15 percent of the Nation's electric con
sumers; and the local public agencies, as 
I mentioned earlier, are only about one
tenth of the size, on the average, of the 
privately owned power companies. 

This disadvantage of size, coupled with 
certain legal restrictions,- indicates to us 
another reason for the preference ac- -
corded the local public agencies and 
rural electric cooperatives in ·the mar
keting of Federal hydroelectric power. 
That reason is that the alternative to 
preference-selling Federal power at 
the dam site on a first-come, first-served 
basis-would result in a virtual monop
olization of publicly developed power by 
the private power companies, for only 
the privately owned utilities, with few 
exceptions, would have the financial re
sources and legal ability to purchase 
power at the bus bar. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Washington yield for a 
question? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. GORE. How does the junior Sen
ator from Washington relate the state
ment he has just made to the pending 
amendment offered by the senior Sen- · 
ator from Colorado'? 

Mr. JACKSON. The effect of the 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
senior Senator from Colorado will be to 
implement the sound policy we have 
followed in the field of hydroelectric 
power and transplant it, so to speak, into 
the field of atomic energy. It' will pre
vent a situation from arising which we 
found most difiicult, in connection with 
purchasing power at the bus bar. The 
effect of the pending bill, in my opinion, 
would be to establish a bus bar proposi
tion ·in the field of atomic energy, so that 
we would have, in effect, bus bar atomic 
energy. I think that would be a disas
trous situation. We know what the con
ditions were in the field of public power 
when power had to be sold on a first
come-first-served basis. The small · 
companies were faced with annihilation 
by large monopolies. 

Mr. GORE. Does the junior Senator 
from Washington think it more impor
tant that we pass some kind of atomic 
energy legislation related to domestic 
power development, or that we give suf
ficient consideration now to the develop
ment of a proper bill or perhaps to a 
deferral of that particular phase of the 
proposed legislation until we can give it 
more careful study? 

Mr. JACKSON. The Atomic Energy 
Commission has the authority now to 
build the type of electric power reactors 
needed properly to develop and exploit 
power in the public interest. There 
need be no delay in the development of 
atomic electric power if we do not pass 
the domestic features of the bill. On 
the other hand, if we go ahead and 
adopt amendments to the McMahon Act 
which will not be in the public interest 
we may well do great harm. I think it 
would be much wiser to defer action on 
the domestic features of the bill until we 
have had an opportunity to explore the 
subject very thoroughly, I feel very 
keenlY. however, that the international 
features involved in the pending measure 
should be acted upon by this Congress. 
Those features relate to the immediate 
problem of national security. In that 
respect I think the President is quite 
right in making his request for amend
ments to the McMahon Act. 



11324 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 22 

A major argument against the prefer
ence provisions is that they are unfair; 
that they discriminate in . favor of the 
publicly owned utilities, and do not per
mit the private companies to obtain a 
fair share of public power. This con
tention is not borne out by the facts. 

For the information of the Senate, I 
should like to insert in the RECORD at 
this point a table showing the sale of 
Federal power to public agencies and 
rural electric cooperatives for the fiscal 
year ending July 1, 1952: 

Local public agencies: 
Municipali ties .. ··------ ~ ------ ---PUD's _____________ . ______ . ___ ___ _ 
State government utilities ___ _____ _ 
Public authorities __ __ _____ ______ _ _ 

Billions 
of kilo- Percent 
watt- of total 
hours 

12. 65 
2. 40 
1. 82 
• 72 

26.87 
5. 10 
3. 87 
1. 53 

T otal, local public agencies_____ _ 17. 59 37. 37 
Cooperatives.-- ----- -- --- ------- -- ---- 2. 75 5. R4 
Federal agencies____________ __________ _ 5. 55 11. 79 

T otal, all public agencies and 
cooperatives__________________ _ 25. 89 55.00 

== 
Prh·ate companies: 

Privately owned utilities__ ___ _____ 9. 75 20. 71 
Commercial and industrial com-

panies____ ____ __ __ ______ _______ 9. 05 19. 23 

T otal, private companies_______ _ 18.80 39. 94 
Other___ __ ______________ ______________ 2. 38 5. 06 

T otaL------------------------- - 47.07 100.00 

The Senate will note from this table 
that the local public agencies and rural 
electric cooperatives together purchased 
some 43.2 percent of all Federal power, 
while the privately owned power com
panies and the commercial and indus
trial companies together purchased about 
40 percent of all Federal power. 

If, after some 50 years of operation 
of the preference clause, the privately 
owned utilities and commercial and in
dustrial companies are purchasing al
most half of the Federal power, it would 
hardly seem that they are being denied 
a fair share of this resource. 

A second major argument advanced 
against the preference clause is that it 
stimulates municipalities and other pub
lic bodies to buy out private power com
panies, so that these municipalities can 
avail themselves of public power. It has 
been charged that the preference clause 
results in the creation of an ''iron ring" 
of municipally owned electric utilities 
around a Federal power project, with the 
municipally owned utilities taking all the 
power from these public power systems. 

From the experience in my own State 
and in neighboring States, it is obvious 
that this charge is fantastic. One of the 
largest cities near the Grand Coulee Dam 
is Spokane. But has the city of Spokane 
bought out the private power company 
that is serving that municipality? 

From the latest reports which I have 
at hand, it appears that Washington 
Water Power Co. is still serving the city 
of Spokane, and is still a thriving, pros
perous utility. 

Again, we find that the city of Port
land, which is the largest city nearest 
Bonneville Dam, continues to be served 
by a sound private power company, Port
land General Electric Co. 
· However, the most convincing evidence 
to contra vert the assertion that the pref-

erence clause results in the creation of 
publicly owned electric systems comes 
from the statistics of the private utility 
industry itself. 

According to the 1953 edition of the 
Edison Electric Institute Pocketbook of 
EJectric Industry St atistics, the high 
point of municipal ownership was 
r eached in 1923, when there were 3,081 
municipally owned electr ic systems in 
operation. The amount of Federal power 
available at that time was insignificant
only nine-tenths of 1 percent of the tot~l 
capacity-so that the flourishing of mu
n icipal ownership during this period 
could hardly be attributed to the pref
erence clause. 

Since 1923-the high mark of munici
pa l ownership-the total number of mu
nicipal electric systems has declined 
from 3,081 to 2,011 in 1952-a loss of 
over 1,000. Moreover, the proportion of 
customers served by the local public 
agencies declined from 12.6 percent of 
the total in 1922 to 11.9 percent of the 
total in 1952. 

'I'hese figures certainly would not indi
cate that the municipal utilities are mul
t iplying in number as a result of the ad
vantages which they allegedly receive 
from the preference clause. 

Attacks on the preference clause have 
reached an absurd extreme; and per
haps the height of this absurdity was 
reached by one of the principal spokes
men of the Republican Party, Thomas 
Dewey, Governor of New York. 

Speaking earlier this year in Albany 
at a meeting of the New York State Pub
lishers Association, Mr. Dewey described 
the preference clause as follows: 

Actually it amounts to a provision which 
says t hat if the St ate of New York is allowed 
to develop the waterpower which belongs to 
the people, it is obliga ted by law to offer 
tha t power first to t hose communities which 
bend the knee to the Moscow concept, aban
don private operation of their public utili
ties, and socialize them. 

My only comment on this statement is 
that if the municipal electric utilities 
are bending their knee to the Moscow 
concept, they began doing so in the time 
of the czars, for municipal ownership of 
electric utilities dates from 1882, the first 
year of central station electric service. 

The fact of the matter, as we have 
seen, is that the arguments against the 
preference clause are merely a smoke
screen to obscure the real objective of 
the private utilities, which is to obtain 
for themselves a monopoly of power pro
duced from public resources. 

Now that we have examined some of 
the negative aspects of this question
the reasons which are presented a gainst 
the preference clause-let us see how 
the Nation's electric consumers have 
fared as a result of the public develop
ment of our hydroelectric-power re
sources, coupled with marketing of the 
power under the preference provisions. 

We are all aware, of course, of there
duction in rates which has resulted in 
the areas which are served by local pub
licly owned electric systems. For exam
ple, the States of Tennessee, Washing
ton, and Oregon have rates which rank 
among the lowest in the country. 

But it is not generally recognized that 
the preference clause also operates to the 

advantage of the customers served by 
privately owned electric systems. As a 
result of the competition from the pub
licly owned electric utilities, the private 
power companies in areas adjacent to 
publicly owned electric ·systems have 
steadily reduced their rates to meet the 
competitive pressure. 

Perhaps the clearest indication of the 
effectiveness of the preference policy 
was indicated in the President's w ater 
Resources Policy Commission report of 
1950. A table included in this report 
shows that in Oklahoma, for example, 
the cost of wholesale power charged by 
the private power companies to rura l 
electric cooperatives was reduced from 
1.16 cents per kilowatt-hour in 1941 to 
0.58 cents in 1950. I am sure that it is 
no coincidence that this reduction in 
wholesale power rates by the private 
power companies occurred during the 
period of development of the Southwest
ern Power Administration and a State 
power marketing agency. It is also in
teresting to note that during the same 
period when the private power companies 
in Oklahoma reduced their rates, the 
wholesale rates charged the rural elec
tric cooperatives in the Northeastern 
States increased from 1.25 cents per kilo
watt-hour to 1.47 cents per kllowatt
hour. 

It is also significant to observe from 
another table in the President's Water 
Resources Policy Commission report that 
there has been no impairment to the 
financial standing of the companies 
which have adopted the progressive rate 
policies induced by competition from 
public power systems. In fact , these 
companies today are more prosperous 
than ever before. 

An examination of the history of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority likewise 
shows that its dynamic rate policies have 
spread outward to other areas, like rip
ples in-a pool; and that the benefits of 
Federal multipurpose projects are not 
confined to the immediate regions in 
which they operate. 

The pattern of higher electric rates as 
the distance from the TVA region in
creases is revealed in charts recently pre
pared by the Tennessee Valley Author
ity, showing average costs for residential 
use in 1932, before the advent of TVA, 
and in 1952. Monthly electric bills for 
100 kilowatts' use at the residential rate 
were examined for cities with 50,000 or 
more population in 1930, in successive 
zones 200 miles wide, radiating from the 
TV A service area. 

The charts showed that in 1932, Ten
nessee had the highest average bill of 
all areas, with $5.26 for 100 kilowatt
hours of residential use. There was not 
much variation, and no apparent pat
tern, in the averages for the surrounding 
zones. For the eastern part of the coun
try, all were around $5. The Far West 
was lower, with the State of Washington, 
where Seattle and Tacoma have long op
erated municipally owned electric plants, 
having the lowest average in the coun
try-$3.18. 

But by January 1952, a definite pat
tern had developed. Washington State. 
in the Bonneville Power Administration 
service area, continued to have the low
est average bill for 100 kilowatt-hours, 
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the figure being $2.39. Next came the 
TVA area, with an average bill of $2.50. 
Going outward from the TV A area, the 
average bills ranged progressively up
ward to $4.12. 

And here is the payoff: The reductions 
in average bills for 100 kilowatt-hours 
between October 1932 and January 1952, 
were: For the Tennessee Valley region, 
$2.76; for the next zone, $1.73; for the 
second zone beyond, $1.12; for the third 
zone, $1.24; for the most remote zone, 
78 cents. 

I have taken the time today to examine 
the background of our water resources 
development program, because it is per
tinent to the situation with which we are 
faced with atomic energy. 

Here, as in water power, we have are
source which is owned by the Federal 
Government. For even under the pend
ing bill the Federal Government retains 
ownership to fissionable materials. Yet, 
the Federal Government, under this leg
islation, is not permitted to build nuclear 
reactors for the commercial generation 
of electric power. 

In that regard, I quote as follows from 
the comment in the majority report on 
the restrictions contained in section 44 
of the pending bill: 

This section will permit the Commission 
to dispose of that utilizable energy it pro
duces in the course of its own operations, but 
does not permit the Commission to enter 
into the power-producing business without 
further congressional authorization to con· 
struct or operate such commercial fac111· 
ties. 

The distinguished Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. HICKENLOOPER], one of the coau
thors of the pending legislation, defined 
an even more limited role for power 
production by the Atomic Energy Com
mission in a colloquy on the fioor of the 
Senate on July 16. 

I quote as follows from page 10216 of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of that date: 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. So far as the public 
power problem is concerned, it is not even 
touched in the bill; in the bill there is no 
provision for the development by the Com
mission of public power. The only place 1n 
the bill where that subject is touched is in 
the section that provides that if, in con
nection with research and development, the 
Atomic Energy Commission produces some 
incidental power-power which is not pri
marily in its operation-and if the Commis· 
sion has an opportunity to sell the power, 
it may sell a :few kilowatts which otherwise 
might be wasted. 

· The question of the direct production of 
competitive power by the Atomic Energy 
Commission is not raised in this measure, 
and it is not authorized. • • • 

I ask the Members of the Senate and 
the people of America to contrast this 
view of the atomic-energy program with 
the scope and accomplishments of our 
water resources development program. 

To limit the atomic-energy program 
in this manner is not only shortsighted, 
it is bad, inemcient Government. Here 
we find that the Atomic Energy Commis
sion today is the world's largest single 
consumer of electric power in the 
world-requiring some 5 million kilo
watts of capacity. In the future its con
sumption of electrical energy may reach 
some 8 or 10 percent of the Nation's 
total, with an outlay of some $150 million 

to $200 million a year. Yet, the Com- remarks, has been that private as well as 
mission, for all practical purposes, is pro- public bodies have shared very well. I 
hibited by the present bill from provid- may say to the distinguished Senator 
ing its own needs for power. from Rhode Island that I am one who 

It is a common practice for large in- believes in both public and private power. 
dustries requiring substantial blocks of I think we need both. I think they rep
power to build their own generating sta- resent good yardsticks, one against the 
tions, but here we find that the world's other. Such an arrangement provides a 
largest single consumer of electricity is competitive factor in distribution of elec
prevented from engaging in a practice tric power which is hard to create when 
which should be open to any prudently we deal with monopolies. 
operated business. It is an incredible I certainly see no reason why, under 
provision-especially coming from an the preference proposal, the private util
administration which claims to be rep- ities ~ould be denied that opportunity. 
resentative of good business practices. I am calling attention to the real prob
This type of prohibition leads one to lem the municipal light plants and other 
speculate as to just whose business this public bodies will have in trying to get 
administration is trying to protect-the themselves set up in this business, so that 
business of the Government or the busi- in time they can get a reactor of eco
ness of the large private corporations nomical and sufficient size in their area. 
which are able to exploit this new source I see no reason why, under this propo
of energy, which offers such boundless sal, fissionable material cannot be made 
potentialities for the future. available to meet the private utilities' 

If we are to live up to the traditions needs. I would be opposed to any pro
which have been established by the Con- posal that would deny the private utili
gress for the past 50 years, and if we are ties that opportunity. I am saying that 
to take the fullest advantage of the op- first preference should be given to public 
portunities afforded by peacetime devel- bodies and cooperatives. 
opment of atomic energy, it is imperative Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
that the Senate adopt the amendment the Senator from Washington yield? 
which has been offeree: by the Sen- The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CASE 
ator from Colorado [Senator JOHNSON] in the chair). Does the Senator from 
and another Senator. This amendment Washington yield to the Senator from 
would permit the Federal Government Rhode Island? 
itself, where specifically authorized by Mr. JACKSON. I am glad to yield for 
the Congress, to build a nuclear power a question. 
reactor for the commercial generation of Mr. PASTORE. Does not the Senator 
electric power. from Washington think that inasmuch 

Unless this amendment is adopted, the as the whole motivation for participa
reactors will be built only by the largest tion of public bodies in the program is 
corporations and utilities in the coun- the intention to bring about the avail
try, for it has been estimated that the ability of electric power at low cost, the 
smallest economically feasible size of re- only way to accelerate the program is to 
actors for the production of ·electric allow participation by private industry? 
power is about 250,000 kilowatts of ca- After all, there are certain areas of the 
pacity. Only the largest corporations country that do not have the benefit of 
would be in a position to construct such cooperatives and public bodies. I refer 
reactors; certainly they are beyond the specifically to my own State, although I 
reach of practically all of the munici- do not wish to confine my remarks to 
pally owned electric systems, public Rhode Island. Nevertheless, in Rhode 
utility districts, and rural electric coop- Island we do not have the benefit of 
eratives. having such public power facilities at 

Therefore, unless the Federal Govern- our disposal. But in our area the rates 
ment is empowered to build reactors for are very high-perhaps higher than in 
pilot plants, there will be absolutely no any other section of the country. Does 

not the Senator from Washington be
yardstick by which to measure the cost lieve that the benefits obtainable un-
of producing electric power from such der the rural electrification program 
reactors. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will should be enjoyed by areas where the 
rates are now high? As a matter of fact, 

the Senator yield at that point? as I said a while ago, the rates in Rhode 
Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a question. Island and in the neighboring State of 
Mr. PASTORE. While it is advisable Massachusetts are twice as high as the 

for the Atomic Energy Commission to rates in some other parts of the country. 
carry out the purposes of the bill by in- So does not the Senator from Washing
vesting in the building of a plant to gen- . ton think the great boon of low rates 
erate electricity to be used in its own should be brought to the areas which 
facilities, with the added feature that now have high rates by giving private 
whatever surplus electricity there may groups equal access with the public 
be can be sold commercially, and while bodies to this great resource? Should 
it is advisable that preference be given we not see to it that the private groupg 
to public bodies and to cooperatives, as enjoy the same preference and the same 
specified in the Federal Power Act, does opportunity? 
not the Senator from Washington feel ~ Mr. JACKSON. I would say the prob
that equal preference should be given lem in the state of Rhode Island will 
to private utilities in areas where the never be solved until there is some com
cost of electricity is high and which are petition in the utility business in that 
not at that time serviced by any coopera- state. certainly, no matter how cheap 
tive or public utility body? may be the cost of generating power in 

Mr. JACKSON. The record of the a given area, if there is no yardstick pro
preference clause., as I pointed out in my vided by competition in the area, there 
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will not be a reduction in the power 
rates. That has been the experience 
everywhere in connection with the utility 
business. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Washington yield again to 
me? . 

Mr. JACKSON. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. Does not the Senator 

from Washington think the same argu
ment could have been used against his 
own State at the time when the people 
of his State were seeking to have devel
oped the various great public-power 
projects which now exist there? 

Mr. JACKSON. I am merely pointing 
out that there will not be a real reduc
tion in power rates until there is a com
petitive factor in the area. In the pri
vate enterprise system, the very basis 
for a reduction of prices is competition. 
Certainly unless there is a competitive 
factor in the field, there will not be a 
reduction in price. A monopoly does not 
have to reduce the cost of the product 
being sold. 

In areas such as Rhode Island, where 
apparently there is high-cost power, if 
electric power from atomic energy is 
properly developed in the beginning, so 
a basis can be established for a low-cost 
electric power system, that can mean a 
great deal to Rhode Island and to other 
States which now have high-cost power. 
On the other hand, if certain private 
power industries which have a monopoly 
to begin with, are allowed to continue 
in that monopoly position, then, I repeat, 
in the case of many areas which now 
have high-priced power, the price will 
perhaps be even higher, even when 
power from atomic energy is made avail
able. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Washington yield for 
a further question? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. Allow me, first, to ask 

a question on the basis of the program 
which has been enunciated by the dis
tinguished Senator. Let us assume that 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Colorado is adopted, and that under the 
amendment the Atomic Energy Com
mission is given authority to build a 
generating plant. Let us assume that 
the day comes when that plant is able 
to produce cheaper power than the power 
which could be produced by use of the 
conventional fuel of coal or oil. In that 
case, if such a reactor were built in the 
State of Rhode Island, does not the 
Senator from Washington think there
sult would be to bring down the cost of 
power in Rhode Island, even without 
any further competition? 

Mr. JACKSON. Certainly, because in 
that case the Government would have 
made available the technology and tech
niques by which that development could 
be made available to all groups, both 
public and private. 

The real danger in this matter, when 
we look at it realistically, is that the 
know-how available for use in exploit
ing the atom, in the field of the genera
tion of electric power, today is limited to 
the large electric companies that have 
been working through Government con-

. tracts in this field. These companies, in 
turn, have with the large private utili-

ties the relationships which m·ake it pos
sible for them, under this proposal to go 
forward to the disadvantage of the 
smaller companies. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I think 
the Senator from Washington misunder
stands my point. That may be my fault. 
I am not referring to development of the 
program by private industry, as would 
occur under the pending bill without the 
adoption of the amendment the Senator 
from Washington advocates. But let us 
assume that the amendment he advo
cates becomes law. Let us assume that . 
the Atomic Energy Commission is given 
authority to build a reactor for the pur
pose of producing atomic power. If that 
happens, what would be the harm in 
building the reactor in an area where 
the cost of power already is high-be
cause of a lack of competition, as has 
been explained by the Senator from 
Washington-rather than to build the 
reactor and give the preference alone to 
the public bodies and cooperatives who 
already are enjoying low-rate power? 

Mr. JACKSON. There is no harm in 
that. Let me point out to the distin
guished Senator from Rhode Island that 
in the Northwest the primary beneficia
ries of cheap, low-cost electric power 
have been the private utilities. The 
classic example can be found in Port
land, Oreg., where today the Portland 
General Electric Co. gets from Govern
ment-owned dams more · than two
thirds of all the power it sells. That 
company is getting that power even 
though the preference clause is in op
eration and effect. The point is that the 
preference customers are very limited in 
number, and the private customers 
greatly outnumber them. So, in prac
tice, the private customers get the bene
fit of the low-cost power. That has been 
the history of the preference clause. 
When the preference clause is placed in 
operation in a given power program, it 
does not mean that all the power goes 
to the public bodies. The public bodies 
use only a relatively small percentage of 
the total amount of the electric-power 
output of the country. 

I may say to my distinguished friend 
further in that connection that per
centagewise they are a smaller part of 
the electric power industry today than 
they were in 1923, when they reached 
the high-water mark of their advance
ment. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I am happy to yield 
for a question. Perhaps we are dis
agreeing about two different things. I 
do not think we are disagreeing. 

Mr. PASTORE. The thing that dis
turbs me, almost to the point of frighten
ing me, is this: The Senator tells me that 
we do not need the preference clause in 
Rhode Island because the experience has 
been that even under the preference 
clause public utilities are getting their 
fair share of the production of power, 
yet we are devoting hour after hour, 
day after day, merely to get the pre
ference clause in the bill. If the pre
ference clause is not important, why are 
we wasting time on it? When I want 
a preference in my State, the Senator 

tells me that it is of no importance. 
When I tell him that we need it, he says 
that the private utilities are getting 
their fair share. If the private utilities 
are getting their fair share, and experi
ence shows it, why are we devoting all 
this time to the preference argument? 

Mr. JACKSON. Let me ask my dis
tinguished colleague a question. If there 
are two applicants for a resource which 
belongs to all the people of the country, 
and one is an applicant representing a 
public body, a municipality, or State, and 
the other is a private concern, which of 
those two should be granted the 
preference? 

Mr. PASTORE. Let me answer the 
question very easily. Inasmuch as our 
ultimate concern is the public interest, 
the consumer, I say that we ought to 
be concerned with the area where the 
costs are the highest, whether the power 
goes to a public body or a private body. 
What difference does it make in the final 
analysis? We are seeking to reduce the 
cost to the consumer. That is what I 
am interested in. I do not care whether 
the public utility makes the money or 
whether a cooperative makes the money, 
or whether a private company makes the 
money. But I am concerned about the 
consumer in Rhode Island, who is paying 
twice as much as the consumer in 
Spokane. 

Mr. JACKSON. What assurance have 
we that the private utility will pass on 
to the consumers the saving which is 
realized? Would the distinguished 
Senator from Rhode Island agree, then, 
to a provision fixing rates? 

Mr. PASTORE. No. All I am saying 
is this-

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator wants 
to give to the private utilities, which 
have an absolute monopoly, this low-cost 
power and allow them to continue to sell 
it at high rates and make bigger profits 
than ever. 

Mr. PASTORE. If the private utility 
company which bought the power at 
wholesale at a very reasonable, econom
ical cost from the AEC-if this power 
were granted-did not pass the saving 
on to the consumer, the Secretary of the 
Interior could refuse to sell it. Am I 
right or wrong? 

Mr. JACKSON. Under what law? 
Mr. PASTORE. The present law. 
Mr. JACKSON. Is the Senator talk· 

ing about hydroelectric power? 
Mr. PASTORE. I am talking about 

any power that is given to the Secretary 
of the Interior for distribution under the 
Federal Power Act. 

Mr. JACKSON. If he has the rate
making power, I do not believe that the 
Secretary of the Interior has exercised 
any such authority in connection with 
resale rates. That is my understanding 
of the record to date. It has been left 
to the local State public-service com
mission. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a question. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Does not the Sen

ator think that under the rules of the 
. Senate he has the right to yield only for 

a question? While I have not raised 
the point of order up to this time as to 
the number of speeches the Senator 
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might make in one day, I respectfully 
suggest that I think the Senator from 
Rhode Island could frame his inquiries 
in the form of questions. Then we would 
be within the rules, which have hereto· 
fore been mentioned. 

Mr. JACKSON. I believe the RECORD 
will show that on each occasion I yielded 
only for a question. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JACKSON. I am happy to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. GORE. Is not this the first speech 
the junior Senator from Washington has 
made on this bill? 

Mr. JACKSON. That is correct. I 
think the distinguished majority leader 
was not referring to the junior Senator 
from Washington, if I may defend the 
majority leader for a moment-not that 
he needs defense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is-

Mr. JACKSON. If this bill is adopted 
in its present form we will have turned 
back the clock some 50 years; · for the 
Government, which at one time-under 
a really dynamic administration-took 
the initiative in breaking up holding 
companies and monopolies, will now 
actually be in the position of encourag. 

· ing the creation of such monopolies. 
However, as I have noted earlier, 

coupled with a program of Federal con
struction of power facilities in the devel· 
opment of our natural resources, we 
have also maintained an equally impor· 
tant policy of providing a preference in 
the marketing of power from such proj· 
ects. 

This provision, also having a history of 
50 years' standing, likewise is lacking in 
the present bill. If the benefits of this 
resource are to be made available to all 
the people of America at low rates, it is 
imperative that preference be given to 
municipally owned electric systems and 
rural electric cooperatives in the mar
keting of such power as is produced by 
the Federal Government from nuclear 
reactors. Otherwise, the private utill
ties will erect a tollgate to charge the 
consumers for a resource belonging to 
the people, and developed through their 
tax funds. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. JACKSON:. I yield for a ques. 
tion. 

Mr. PASTORE. If that be the case, 
how would the people who live in areas 
which are not served by a publicly 
owned utility or a cooperative receive the 
advantages which the Senator says be· 
long to all the people of the United 
States? ' 

Mr. JACKSON. It is very simple. 
The point is, there are a given number 
of municipal applicants-preferred ap· 
plicants-and a given number of private 
applicants. The public applicants are 
taken care of first, and then the others 
are taken care of. As a practical mat .. 
ter, if an effective program is worked out, 
I think they can all be taken care of at 
·once. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, Will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JACKSON. I am happy to yield 
for a question. 

- Mr. KNOWLAND. Along the line of 
the questions raised by the Senator from 
Rhode Island, is it not correct that those 
who might be served in the area of a 
publicly owned utility and those who 
happened to be served in the area of a 
privately owned utility-though it might 
be a State-regulated utility-both pay, 
as individual citizens, taxes to the Fed
eral Government, whose tax moneys are 
used for the development of these public 
projects? Does not the Senator think it 
would be discriminatory toward one 
group of taxpayers not to make available 
to them the benefits which are made 
available to taxpayers who happen to live 
in a municipally owned, so-called prefer· 
ence area? 

Mr. JACKSON. I am surprised to hear 
that argument from my distinguished 
friend, the majority leader. I have great 
respect for his position in the field of 
public power. The distinguished majori
ty leader has always been a strong and 
ardent advocate of the public-preference 
position. Am I correct? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator is cor .. 
rect, but I think there comes a time-

Mr. JACKSON. I remind the Senator 
that I can yield only for a question. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. If the Senator will 
permit me to raise this question, does 
not the Senator think there comes a 
time when we must have a reappraisal 
of the equities of the situation? While 
the Senator knows, I believe--

Mr. JACKSON. I am again trying to 
keep the distinguished Senator's record 
clear. 
. Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator is en .. 
tirely correct, and he was entirely in 
order when he called my attention to 
the situation. But does not the Senator 
feel that under all the circumstances 
there comes a time for reappraisal, to 
see if, in equity, the citizens of the coun· 
try are being given equitable treatment 
in connection with these large public 
projects? I think it is a question which 
the Congress can certainly explore and 
reexplore. 

Mr. JACKSON. Certainly there ought 
to be a reappraisal of the equities in
volved, at all times. In the State of 
California, where the Central Valley 
project is in operation, power from those 
great dams, which have meant so much 
to California, is being sold to both public . 
and private utilities. There the prefer
ence clause is in full force and effect. It 
is not doing any harm to the private 
utilities. On the contrary, because the 
private utilities did not have the fore· 
sight to see the possibilities of hydro· 
electric development, they let a great 
deal of good revenue go out the window. 

If it had not been for the fact that 
the Federal Government developed these 
power projects, a great many of the pri· 
vate utilities would not be making the 
money they are making today. The 
truth is that in the Northwest, where 
great public dams are located and where 
the preference clause is in full force and 
effect, while power is sold, first, to the 
public agencies, it is also being sold 
equitably to private utilities. 

I pointed out one utility which is get.. 
tlng two-thirds of all of its power from 
the Federal Government. It buys power 
from the Federal Government and sells 

it, and ·is making a profit. I do not 
know of any area in which the prefer· 
ence clause is in effect where private 
utilities are really hurt. It was due to 
the wise Federal policy that dates back 
to one of the great Presidents of the 
United States, Theodore Roosevelt, who 
requested the initial provision in the law, 
back in 1906, that surplus power from 
irrigation and reclamation projects is 
sold first for municipal purposes and 
then to private utilities. 

When we have passed surplus property 
acts-and we have had a number of 
them since World War II-they have 
always contained a provision that States, 
municipalities, and school districts shall 
have preference in the purchase of the 
surplus power. There is a long history 
back of those provisions of the law. I 
believe they are based on sound public 
policy. I believe that by placing the 
preference provision in the law we will 
protect the public interest to a greater 
extent that we will if we leave it out, 
because the municipalities and public 
agencies do represent the public. 

There is something else that is im· 
portant, too. The purpose of the de .. 
velopment of a great Federal resource 
which is owned by all the people is to 
make sure of the widest possible distri· 
bution of the resources at the lowest pos .. 
sible cost, consistent with sound busi· 
ness practices. In other words, power 
rates cannot be reduced to such a point 
that the project will be unable to pay 
for itself. 

Carrying the philosophy out, it is 
natural that Congress should give pref· 
·erence to public bodies, because in that 
way the desired objective is attained. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JACKSON. I am happy to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Is it not historical· 
ly correct, however, that at one time, 
particularly in the early stages of the 
preference development, there were 
areas and States that had not estab· 
lished regulatory commissions to the 
extent they exist today and in a good 
many such areas the privately · owned 
utilities were in a position to levy rates 
on the basis of all the traffic would bear? 
Later, however, because of the need to 
protect the general public, a system of 
State utility commissions was developed 
which prevented the utilities charging 
all the traffic would bear. In view of 
those developments, does the Senator 
not believe that it might be desirable or 
necessary-! do not say it is-at least 
to reexplore the whole preference situa· 
tion to determine if we are doing equity 
to the people in all sections of the coun .. 
try, who are perhaps entitled to con. 
sideration in view of developments dur .. 
ing the past several decades? 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator from 
Washington at least tries not to take 
an arbitrary or capricious attitude to
ward any of these things. His mind is 
open, and he certainly would be in· 
terested and desirous of seeing to it 
that a fair, just, and equitable distribu· 
tion of these great resources !s made. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield?. · 
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Mr. JACKSON. I believe that the rec
ord of the preference clause has been 
good. When we get down to cases, as 
I have given cases in my remarks to
night, we find that the preference clause 
:has worked out pretty well. If there is 
a sound reason, based on public policy, 
why the rule should be modified, cer
tainly Congress should take a look at it 
to determine what should be done. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a question. 
Mr. PASTORE. In view of the state

ment made by the distinguished Senator, 
does he not feel now that while there is 
no need to disturb the preference idea 
as provided in the Federal Power Act, 
inasmuch as certain sections of the coun
try do not enjoy the benefit of public 
utility bodies or cooperatives, in those 
particular areas, where the cost of elec
tricity is high, we would do no substan
tial injury to the present system and 
policy of the Federal Power Act if we 
added to the preference, without dimin
ishing the force of the preference wlth 
reference to public bodies or coopera
tives, by providing that areas which do 
not have such public bodies or coopera
tives, and where the rates are high, 
should be treated on an equal basis? 

Mr. JACKSON. I believe there is a 
certain fallacy in what the Senator, my 
good friend from Rhode Island, is advo
cating. He is assuming that the private 
utilities will pass on to the consumers-
and they are the important ones, and 
the ones who should be protected when 
we are dealing with Federal resources
the low cost atomic electric power sav
ings to the consumers. There is no as
surance that that would be done. 

Mr. PASTORE. Of course not. But 
does not the Senator, knowing as he does, 
the history of our supervisory laws with 
reference to public utilities-and cer
tainly he must have had experience with 
ttiem in his own State, as I had in my 
State when I was governor-feel that 
in the fixing of rates it makes a great 
deal of difference what was paid for the 
product that is passed on to the con
sumer? 

If a public utility commission in any 
State could prove that the cost of the 
current to the private utility company 
which was buying from the AEC was 
much less than the cost of the current 
produced from coal or oil, does not the 
Senator believe that a wise governor 
and a prudent public utility commission 
would, in the public interest, force the 
rates to come down? 

Mr. JACKSON. Knowing the history 
of many public service commissions
! am not familiar with the one in Rhode 
Island-! am aware that they have had 
a pretty difficult time in trying effectively 
to control the electric power rates. We 
all know that different formulas can be 
followed in determining what is a rea
sonable return on investment. All sorts 
of bookkeeping shenanigans are involved 
in the regulation of utility rates. What 
I say is without regard to any particular 
State. I do not want my good friend 
from Rhode Island to misunderstand me. 
It is a difficult thing to regulate rates. It 
depends entirely on the law in the State. 

If the law is properly and effectively ad
ministered and there is proper regula
tion, if low-cost atomic power is made 
available, it is certainly possible that the 
savings can be passed on. 

Mr. PASTORE. I should like to ask 
the Senator one · more question; then I 
shall not disturb him further. I believe 
he said that history has shown that two
thirds of the current produced by a 
hydroelectric project was being sold to 
public utilities. 

Mr. JACKSON. No, I cited one out
standing case in Portland, Oreg., the 
Portland General Electric Co. 

Mr. PASTORE. Is it not a fact that 
the people who have received the cur
rent which has come to private utilities 
as a result of purchasing it from hydro
electric projects have benefited by it? 

Mr. J ACKSON. Certainly. 
Mr. PASTORE. And that has been 

passed on to the. consumer? · 
Mr. JACKSON. Certainly, but the 

reason why the rates are low is because, 
side by side, are public bodies selling 
power at low rates, and they could not 
possibly sell power at high rates when 
they have a yardstick staring them in 
the face involving low-cost power. The 
Tacoma City Light Co. has the lowest 
rate of any city in the United States. 
I do not think a city nearby, unless it 
got power from the same sources, could 
sell it for the rate at which it is being 
sold by the Tacoma City Light Co. 

Mr. PASTORE. Does not the Senator 
think the people in Rhode Island should 
have a shot at the sa~n:e opportunity? 

Mr. JACKSON. I think the people of 
Rhode Island will have a shot at the 
same opportunity. We do not want 
anything in this bill that will make it 
possible for private utilities to get a total 
monopoly. They start out with a tre
mendous advantage. They have a big 
capital structure, in the first place. 
They have the opportunity of long asso
ciation with big manufacturing com
panies which have a monopoly on the 
know-how, the technology, of developing 
the kind of reactors that will make for 
cheap atomic power. 

Mr. PASTORE. Does not the Sena
tor think that would be controlled by the 
fact that all the special material is 
owned by and the title remains in the 
Federal Government? 

Mr. JACKSON. Oh, certainly; but 
there is nothing in this proposal which 
will require the people who get the ma
terial by license or otherwise to sell and 
dispose of the material at a low rate, a 
rate consistent with the public interest. 

Mr. PASTORE. Does not the Sena
tor feel that that is the responsibility of 
the utility supervisors in each State? 

Mr. JACKSON. The people know that 
the Federal Government has the respon
sibility of seeing that citizens through
out America are properly protected in 
this area. 

Mr. President, in order to bring this 
bill into harmony with a policy which the 
Congress has honored for the past 50 
years, I urge the adoption of the amend
-ment which has been offered by Senators 
GILLETTE, JOHNSON, and others Which 
would require that a preference be given 

to local public agencies and rutal electric 
cooperatives in the marketing of power 
produced from federally owned nuclear 
power reactors. · 

Mr. President, there are other features 
of this bill which are equally as bad and 
as deficient in the public interest as 
those to which I have referred tonight. 
Although the bill authorizes the grant
ing of 40-Year licenses for the construc
tion of reactors utilizing nuclear mate
rials for the production of electric power, 
there are in this bill none of the safe
guards and procedures for granting 
such licenses which are incorporated in 
the Federal Power Act. 

Amendments have been introduced 
which would bring the licensing features 
of this bill in line with those of the Fed
eral Power Commission. I heartily sup
port such provisions as being necessary 
to protect the public interest. 

Mr. President, on the whole, this is a 
bad bill. It was called to the floor of the 
Senate on the same day that the report 
was made available to the Senate. In 
the main, insufficient consideration has 
been given to the many features of the 
bill pertaining both to domestic and 
international policies. 

Although the amendments which I 
support would vastly improve the bill, 
I see no urgency in action during the 
present session of the Congress on the 
features of this bill pertaining to do
mestic policy. It would appear that the 
only sense of urgency in enacting these 
provisions comes from the private power 
companies, other large corporations, and, 
might I add, the administration, who 
may be fearful as to the results of the 
elections this fall. 

In the best interests of the country, the 
Congress should take up this legislation 
during the next session of the Congress, 
when we can consider more carefully, 
and in perhaps a more temperate atti
tude, the provisions of this bill which 
will have such a far-reaching effect on 
the economic, political, and social struc
ture for many future generations. At 
such a critical juncture in the history of 
America and of the world, we cannot 
afford to tamper so recklessly with an 
act which has served us so well for 
almost a decade. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll." 
The legislative clerk called the roll, 

and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bricker 
Bush 
Butler 
Capehart 
Case 
Chavez 
Crippa 

Dworshak 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Goldwater 
Green 
Hickenlooper 
I ves 
Jackson 
Johnson, Tex. 
Kilgore 
Know lan d 

Millikin 
Morse 
Neely 
Pastore 
Payne 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
Thye 
Wiley 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CASE 
in the chair) . A quorum is not present. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Sergeant at Arms be 
directed to request the attendance a! 
absent Senators. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Sergeant at Arms will execute the order 
of the Senate. 

After a little delay, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
CLEliiENTS, Mr. CORDON, Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. 
GoRE, Mr. JENNER, Mr. KucHEL, Mr. PoT
TER, Mr. SCHOEPPEL, and Mrs. SMITH of 
Maine entered the Chamber and an
swered to their names. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Sergeant at Arms be re
quested to compel the attendance of ab
sent Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Sergeant at Arms will execute the order 
of the Senate. 

After a little delay, Mrs. BOWRING, Mr. 
BURKE, Mr. ERVIN, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. 
JoHNSON of Colorado, Mr. LENNON, Mr. 
ROBERTSON, Mr. · UPTON, and Mr. WIL
LIAMS entered the Chamber and an-
swered to their names. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the ·sen
ator from Oregon wishes to announce 
at the beginning of this speech that it 
will be a relatively short one-4, 5, or 6 
hours, more or less. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am will
ing to yield to the Senator from Ver
mont subject, of course, to the under
standing that by yielding, I shall not 
lose my right to the :tloor. I understand 
that the Senator from Vermont wishes 
to make an insertion in the RECORD. 
Of course, I always try to be courteous 
to my colleagues, and I shall be delighted 
to yield, if I may obtain unanimous con
sent to yield for that purpose without 
losing my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object-and I shall 
not object to having the Senator yield 
for the purpose of having insertions 
made in the RECORD-let me state that, 
as the distinguished Senator from Ore
gou knows, we have been trying to fol
low the rule that a Senator who has the 
:tloor may yield only for a question. I 
would wish the Senator from Oregon to 
be on notice, for his own protection of 
his right to the :tloor, that any extended 
colloquy or debate not in the form of a 
question would be subject to a point of 
order. 

Mr. MORSE. I understand. I was 
going to talk about the rules in a mo
ment. 

But now, Mr. President, I shall yield to 
the Senator from Vermont, with the un
der~tanding that by so doing, I shall not 
lose my right to the :tloor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none. 

The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President. I 

misunderstood the majority leader. I 
may say it will take me just a moment 
to make the :requests I have in mind. 

1\IIr. MORSE. It was a great pleasure 
to yield to the Senator from Vermont. 

I would have been perfectly willing to 
have him obtain the :tloor and offer his 
resolution. It might be adopted at this 
hour of the morning. I suggested that 
to the _Senator from Vermont in private 
conversation and he told me that there 
might be something to my suggestion, 
but he said that he had committed him
self to a date certain, and therefore he 
did not feel that he was in a position 
to bring up the resolution at this time. 
· I wish to say at the beginning of my 
remarks that I have no intention at any 
time of yielding, except for a question. 
I want the Presiding Officer to know 
that. I want all of his successors in the 
chair to know that the Senator from 
Oregon is not yielding except for a ques
tion; and if any Senator, in fast talk, 
starts to make comments which are not 
in the form of a question, I shall, as 
quickly as possible, stop him. But I 
wr.nt the RECORD crystal clear, that I 
have no intention of yielding at any 
time during these remarks, except for a 
question. 

Mr. President, this is a filibuster 
speech. I never fly under false colors. 
I am making a filibuster speech on this 
subject, although I am perfectly willing 
to join in any motion to displace this bill 
for the consideration of the Morse anti
filibuster resolution. I shall always co
operate at any time in passing an anti
filibuster resolution in the Senate. I 
am not responsible for the existence of 
a filibuster in the Senate, permissible by 
rule. I have done my best in the past 9 
years to have adopted a rule that would 
make it possible to end filibustering in 
the Senate. 

I remember that in the 80th Congress, 
a Republican majority Congress, there 
was passed the Wherry resolution. I 
opposed the Wherry resolution because, 
in my judgment, that Republican reso
lution strengthened the institution of 
filibustering in the Senate. It was a 
resolution which required 64 affirmative 
votes to end debate in the Senate after 
cloture. It not only did that, but it had 
the effect of counting the absentees for 
the continuation of debate, because 
there was an affirmative requirement of 
64, which the brethren in the Senate at 
the time called a constitutional major
ity, although I never knew what it had 
to do with the Constitution, it being a 
larger vote than the Constitution re
quires for the ratification of treaties. 
But it was adopted, thereby making it 
possible for absentees to really count, be
cause they must be brought in-64 of 
them-to end debate. 

I am strong for the protection of mi
nority rights, but I have always taken 
the position that if adequate time is pro
vided for the minority, as would be done 
under the Morse resolution, that is all 
that should be done to protect the mi· 
nority, and also to guarantee the preser
vation and the operation of a rule which 
I am perfectly willing should be a re
quired rule of the Senate, namely, the 
majority vote rule. 

But I have been so unsuccessful for 9 
years in getting favorable consideration 
for this principle of mine that I have 
said in past filibusters-and I say 
again-that until the Republicans in the 
Senate want to repeal the Republican 

filibuster rule, which makes it so difiicult 
to end filibusters, and which has the 
effect of really strengthening the parlia
mentary _weapon of the filibuster, and 
that so long as that Republican filibuster 
rule remains on the Senate books, then, 
from several standpoints-one of poetic 
justice-on issues which I consider to be 
great issues in the public interest, I shall 
use the rule. 

I have also said that I thought that 
by example I might encourage the adop
tion of the Morse resolution. I remem
ber when the tidelands debate was in 
progress, and I made a relatively short 
filibuster speech of 22 hours and 26 min
utes on that occasion; I pledged to the 
then majority leader in the Senate, as I 
do now to the present majority leader, 
my wholehearted cooperation in adopt
ing an antifilibuster rule. I said to the 
then majority leader, as I say to this 
one, that all he has to do is to move to 
lay the pending business aside long 
enough to adopt the Morse antifilibuster 
resolution, and then the procedure of 
that resolution would come into play. 
The minority would have adequate time 
to debate the issue. We would then vote 
on the merits, and move on to the next 
item of business. 

The antifilibuster resolution of mine, 
Senate Resolution 41, 82d Congress, 1st 
session, is a very simple resolution. 

I now ask unanimous consent to sub
mit that resolution and request that it 
lie on the table; and at the appropriate 
time I shall ask the Senate to consider 
it, hoping that we can adopt an anti
filibuster resolution of that nature be
fore adjournment. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion (S. Res. 291>, submitted by Mr. 
MoRsE, was received and ordered to lie 
on the table, as follows: 

Resolved, That subsection 2 of rule XXII 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, re
lating to cloture, is hereby amended to read 
as follows: 

"If at any time, notwithstanding the pro
visions of rule III or VI or any other rule 
.of the Senate, a motion, signed by 16 Sen
ators, to bring to a close the debate upon 
any measure, motion, or other matter pend
ing before the Senate, or the unfinished busi
ness, 1s presented to the Senate, the Presid
ing omcer shall at once state the motion 
to' the Senate, and 1 hour after the Senate 
meets on the following calendar day but 
1, he shall lay the motion before the Sen
ate and direct that the Secretary call the 
roll, and, upon the ascertainment that a. 
quorum is present, the Presiding Officer 
shall, without debate, submit to the Senate 
by a yea-and-nay vote the question: 

"'Is it the sense of the Senate that the de
bate shall be brought to a close?' 

"And if that question shall be decided in 
the atfirmative by a majority vote of those 
voting, then said measure, motion, or other 
matter pending before the Senate, or the 
unfinished business, shall be the unfinished 
business to the exclusion of all other busi
ness until disposed of. 

"Thereafter no Senator shall be entitled 
to speak in all more than 1 hour on the 
measure, motion, or other matter pending be
fore the Senate, or the unfinished business, 
the amendments thereto, and motions affect
ing the same; except that any Senator may 
yield to any other Senator all or any part 
of the aggregate period of time which he is 
entitled to speak; and the Senator to whom 
he so yields may speak for the time so yielded 
in addition to any period of time which he 
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1s entitled to speak in his own right. It 
shall be the duty of the Presiding Officer 
to keep the time of each Senator who speaks~ 
Except by unanimous consent, no amend
ment shall be in order after the vote to bring 
the debate to a close, unless the same has 
been presented and read prior to that time. 
No dilatory motion, or dilatory amendment, 
or amendment not germane shall be in or
der. Points of order, including questions of 
relevancy, and appeals from the decision of 
the Presiding Officer, shall be decided with
out debate." 

SEc. 2. Subsection 3 of such rule is here
by repealed. 

Mr. MORSE. It is a very fair reso-. 
lution. Theoretically, after cloture 
there could be 96 hours of debate. 
There would not have to be that much, 
but that guaranty of protection is there 
in case on some occasion a matter was 
of such moment that 96 hours of debate 
would be necessary to protect the minor
ity on the merits. Taking an ordinary 
Senate day, that would cover quite a 
number of days of debate even after 
cloture. I think that is only fair and 
right. 

I think at the beginning of this speech 
I should tell the American people why I 
believe, under the rules of the Senate, 
filibustering being permitted, that this 
issue should be discussed for a prolonged 
period of time. I think so, Mr. Presi
dent, because those opposed to the bill 
have a patriotic duty to take such time 
as is necessary in the Senate to call the 
attention of the American people to the 
demerits of the bill. 

In my judgment, this is one of the 
worst bills and one of the most undesir
able bills and one of the most dangerous 
bills from the standpoint of the public 
interest that has ever been before the 
Senate for vote in my 9 years in the 
Senate. This bill, in my opinion, will 
have terrific causal repercussions upon 
generations of American boys and girls 
yet unborn. It has within it the poten
tialities of such danger to the welfare 
of the American people that I think 
every Member of the Senate who shares 
my views as to the dangers of the bill 
has the duty to make whatever sacri
fices, personal and political, that may 
be called for, in order to prevent the 
passage of the bill until such time as 
the American people can be heard from. 
My confidence in the American people is 
such that I am satisfied once they come 
to understand the dangers of the bill it 
will not pass. 

I felt that to be so in the tidelands 
debate. I felt it deeply, Mr. President, 
just as I do in the case of this bill. I 
felt something had to be done in order 
to break through what was obviously a 
news boycott by the American press, by 
and large, concerning the merits and 
demerits of the tidelands bill. 

A review of the long speech I made 
on that occasion will show that early 
in that speech I said I thought the only 
way we could break through that news
paper boycott was to dramatize the issue. 

I have been very much disappointed 
again in the failure of the journalistic 
profession, by and large, with some 
notable exceptions, to analyze this 
atomic-energy bill for the benefit of the 
reading_ public and to point out to the 

American people the dangers that · are 
truly involved in the pending bill. 

It makes one sad to note that the jour
nalistic profession failed in its responsi
bility of reporting the truth and failed 
in its responsibility of performing its 
function as the greatest educational in
stitution in America. No educational 
institution compares with the press as 
a medium for the presentation of infor
mation in educational form, if the press 
wants to rise to that great responsi
bility. 

In the newspapers of the past few days, 
one reads stories such as are found in 
some of the releases today, "Atomic 
energy bill debate drones on," instead of 
telling the American people what the 
differences between and among us on the 
floor of the Senate are in regard to this 
bill, instead of pointing out the facts and 
contentions as presented by both the 
proponents and the opponents, although 
the proponents have had relatively little 
to say thus far in the debate, and instead 
of bringing out the facts about the bill 
or criticisms of the bill that have been 
presented in the debate. The speeches 
on the merits and demerits of this bill 
will read well when any student comes to 
analyze the debate. 

The press is aware of the situation, but 
it has assumed an attitude of lethargy, 
an attitude of unbelief, an attitude of 
wishful thinking which have come to 
characterize the mental reactions of so 
many of our fellow citizens these days. 
They would like to believe the best. 
They do not want to believe the worst. 
They are psychologically resisting a 
growing fear that is taking root at the 
grassroots of America these days, and 
that fear is that in 1952 they were taken 
for a political ride. They certainly were, 
Mr. President. They were fed a lot of 
nice-sounding promises on issue after 
issue by the Republican candidate, and 
they are beginning to discover they were 
only promises. They are beginning to 
discover not only that there has not 
been any deliverance on those promises, 
but those promises were based upon a 
campaign strategy of political ex
pediency. 

I think the American people are now 
in a state of great mental shock. They 
are shaking their heads and wondering. 
They are asking each other the question, 
"Did it happen here?" 

It is hard to believe it did happen. It 
happened to them. They were fooled in 
the campaign by promises based upon 
political expediency and by a campaign 
strategy of anything to win; it is votes 
that count, and if ignoring political prin
ciples and political morality will get us 
the votes, then let us ignore principles 
and morality. 

It happened, Mr. President. During 
the life of this administration we · have 
seen the people suffer the loss of one in
terest after another. 

Take issue after issue, the hard money 
policy, the failure to do anything con
structive to meet the very serious reces
sion of the past year, the giveaway of 
billions of dollars of the wealth of · the 
American people in the tidelands, the 
failure to protect the people's heritage 
in the natural resources, which show an 
administration bent on serving not the 

American people, but the selfish big busi
ness interests which obviously control it. 
The time has come, it seems to me, when 
a last-ditch fight has to be made before 
the adjournment of this Congress in op
position to and protest of this sorry rec
ord of the Eisenhower administration. 

We have had presented to us, in my 
opinion, a bill which will be so damaging 
to the future economic welfare of the 
American people that I urge my col
leagues to take a stand here and make 
this the last point of retreat. I am well 
aware what that requires, but there 
comes a time when each one of us bas
an obligation far beyond us as individ
uals in importance, because we sit here 
in the Senate of the United States as 
symbols of a great public trust. We sit 
here in the Senate of the United States, 
as I see it, at least, under the obligation 
to do whatever lies within our power to 
protect the public welfare as the public 
welfare becomes involved in the legisla
tive process. 
· Here is a piece of legislation, Mr. 
President, that I cannot reconcile with 
the public welfare. Here is a piece of 
legislation which, in my judgment, if it 
becomes the law, will go a long way, as J 
suggested the other day, in selling the 
American people into a monopolistic 
economic bondage. Here is a piece of 
legislation which, in my opinion, will 
give a throttled control over the economy 
of the country in the hands of a very 
few monopolies that obtain control over 
atomic energy. It must be stopped. 
Who is going to stop it? It is obvious 
that at this hour a majority in the Sen
ate will not stop it, but I am convinced 
that the American people would stop it 
if they understood the facts. 

So, as I see it, a minority of us are 
confronted with really a sacred public 
trust. We are confronted with a chal
lenge of great personal sacrifice. We are 
presented with an opportunity of serv
ice to the American people. We must be 
willing to take all the criticisms, or po
litical brickbats, so to speak, that angry 
editors can conjecture and conjure. We 
must be willing to do it if we have the 
conviction which is mine-and I think 
other Members of this body share my 
conviction-that this bill sells short the 
economic welfare and the maximum 
economic opportunity of generations of 
unborn American boys and girls. I do 
not· propose to sell them short. I have 
never felt, in my service, that I count as 
an individual. I have never felt that 
this job could be translated into a hu
man equation. I have always felt that 
I was but a vessel, a vehicle, a medium 
through which, or by which, the people's 
business was, in part, to be transacted. 

As my colleagues know, the basic tenet 
of my political philosophy is the same 
basic tenet of one of the great conserva
tives of history, Edmund Burke, who, in 
that famous speech of 1774, in the hot 
election in Bristol, when his opponent 
was following the course of political" ex
pediency, laid down that beautiful tenet 
or rule or obligation of representation of 
any elected representative of a free peo
ple serving in a parliamentary body. I 
paraphrase him when I point out that 
Burke said the primary obligation of an 
elected official in a parliamentary body 
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of a free people is to keep faith with his 
gift from Providence-his conscience. 

To me that tenet makes service in the 
Senate of the United States very easy 
and very simple. It simply calls upon 
each Member of the Senate, on each is
sue, to ask himself, after he has studied 
the issue, the very simple question: On 
which side of this issue is to be found 
the right? On which side of this issue 
is to be found the public interest? What 
are the merits of this issue from the 
standpoint of promoting the general wel
fare? Having once come to a conclusion 
on such questions as these, the vote auto
matically follows. 

Oh, of course, I know, Mr. President, 
that leaves no room; and, of course, there 
should be no room, for party dictates. 
That leaves no room fol' being told by 
party leaders in the Senate or at the 
White House or elsewhere how one 
should vote. It leaves no room for log
rolling or vote trading. But it makes 
room for a standard of political ethics 
which the American people have the 
right to expect their Senators to live 
up to. That is what it does. 

I know the bewhiskered argument that 
the Burke philosophy of keeping faith 
with one's gift from Providence, his con
science, does not promote party respon
sibility. I deny that premise; and I add, 
Mr. President, it does promote the gen
eral welfare. But before commenting 
upon the service that that principle per
forms for the general welfare, let me say 
something about party responsibility. 

What a responsible party · we would 
have, irrespective of its name, if each 
member of it at all times could be count
ed upon to keep faith with his gift from 
Providence-his conscience, and to vote 
his conscience. It not only would pro
duce party responsibility, but, I respect
fully submit, it would replace the party 
irresponsibility which now exists in 
American politics under the doctrine 
that an elected official should vote in ac
cordance with party dictates. 

I have never been able to understand 
or comprehend the point of view that in 
order to have party responsibility, some
one must operate or function as a quar
terback, and that parties should func
tion as political football teams; that 
someone in the Senate or at the White 
House should call political signals, and 
everyone should play a particular signal
called play or political strategy in the 
name of party responsibility. 

To me, that is party irresponsibility, 
because, to me, politicians who follow 
that argument by analogy are not free
men. They are controlled men. They 
are chattels. They do not belong to 
themselves, and certainly they do not 
belong to the people. But they belong 
to sinister political forces which have 
succeeded in making puppets out of 
them. Strings are pulled on that type 
of politician, and the play which is seen 
on that puppet stage is a play of political 
irresponsibility. . 

It saddens me. It cannot be recon· 
ciled with my study of political history, 
both American and British, as well as 
some study of the history of other polit
ical systems other than Anglo-Saxon. 
· To me, the great beauty-! think that 
is the perfect word to use for descriptive 

purposes-the great beauty of our con
stitutional system as designed and de
vised by our constitutional fathers is that 
it contemplates that men in parliamen
tary bodies in the United States shall 
exercise an honest independence of 
judgment on the merits of issues in ac
cordance with the facts as they find 
them or honestly believe them to be. 
That is party responsibility. It is polit
ical responsibility. In my judgment, it 
is an essentia-l of statesmanship. 

I consider to be the greatest clause in 
the Constitution of the United States
and they are all great clauses-to be the 
general welfare cause. It seems to me 
that the pattern of all the articles and 
sections of the Constitution of the 
United States were penned in order to 
accomplish the primary purpose of the 
Constitution, namely, the formation of 
a political society of freemen and wom
en, so that, acting in concert, through 
political forms set up in the Constitu
tion, the public welfare would be pro
moted. The clause of the Constitution 
with reference to the promotion of the 
public welfare is, I think, the epitome 
of the constitutional objective of our 
constitutional fathers. That is . our 
great moral responsibility as politicians. 
That is the requirement of political 
morality resting on the shoulders of 
each one of us. So we have the duty, as 
I see it, to test the various proposals 
for legislation that come before us by 
the general welfare clause; and I pro
pose to test this bill by it. When I do, 
I find it so wanting from the standpoint 
of promoting the public welfare that I 
urge its defeat. Not only that, but I 
urge such colleagues of mine in the Sen
ate of the United States, in the days, and 
if necessary, the weeks immediately 
ahead, to organize themselves into a de
termined band stronger than any that 
ever ·engaged in a prolonged debate in 
the history of the Senate of the United 
States, until the American people have 
a chance to defeat this proposed legisla
tion. They will defeat it once they 
come to understand it. 

We ought tO take the time in the Sen
ate to present the demerits of the bill, 
paragraph by paragraph. There are 104 
pages of it, and in some future speech 
during this prolonged debate I shall read 
the bill line by line, and co:qtment on it 
line by line, because I think someone 
ought to read it into the EECORD with 
explanations. I think a bill of such tre• 
mendous significance and effect upon 
the future of the economic life of Amer .. 
ica ought to be emblazoned on the pages: 
of the. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD With due 
explanations line by line. 
· In due course I trust that will be done. 
But for this speech I . wish only. to im
press the importance, as I see it, of a 
valiant defense of the general welfare by 
a group of us in the Senate organizing 
ourselves into a determined band dedi
cated to the motto, "It shall not pass." 

I would be delighted if that great 
mind, great statesman, and great leader 
from Alabama [Mr. HILL] would serve 
as our captain in the fight against the 
bill. I pledge to him, if he will do that, 
my enlistment for the duration-God 
willing, of course. I am satisfied . that 
under his captaincy-no; under his gen-

eraliship, Mr. President-we can conduct 
an educational process in the Senate on 
the bill for the next few weeks, day and 
night, if necessary, until almost every 
member of the adult population of the 
United States will start asking the ques
tion-and that is all I ask them to 
do-"What is wrong with the bill?" 

Once the American people start ask
ing the question, "What is wrong with 
the bill?" they then will be in the intel
lectual position of absorbing the facts 
about the bill. Once we get the sad facts 
concerning the bill to the American peo
ple, I am convinced we will find, in short 
order, such a reaction against the bill on 
the part of the overwhelming majority 
of the American people, that proposals 
for modifying the bill in support of t)le 
general welfare will be passed by a sub
stantial majority in the Senate-such 
proposals, for example, as that very 
sound proposal of the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] which was de
feated in the Senate last night. 

Mr. President, once the American peo
ple start to ask the question, "What is 
wrong with this bill?" we shall even ob
tain a two-thirds vote in the Senate to 
reconsider the vote by which the Ander
son amendment was rejected and pro
ceed to agree to it. I am satisfied that 
an overwhelming majority of the Amer
ican people would vote for the Anderson 
amendment once they came to under
stand it, just as I am satisfied they 
would vote for a good many other 
amendments we propose to offer before 
the debate comes to a close. 

Mr. President, the atomic energy bill 
before the Senate proposes to give away 
the people's investment. in atomic power. 
In my judgment, it represents the most 
colossal giveaway ever proposed to the 
American people. And the people are 
being asked to indulge in this improvi
dence on the ground that somehow or 
other private monopoly is going to give 
them a greater return in the form of 
low-cost power than they could expect 
if further development was retained in 
Government hands, or turned over to 
private enterprise only under conditions 
established by Federal legislation to gov
ern the use of the people's other great 
power resource, hydroelectric power. 

The people are being told that the 
present arrangement, under which the 
great corporations and laboratories of 
the country work together under the di
rection of the Government, does not pro
vide enough incentive to assure the quick 
achievement of commercially feasible 
atomic power. So, the argument runs, 
the public interest requires an almost 
unconditional gift of the opportunity to 
develop this resource to profit-seeking 
private companies in order that inven
tion may proceed rapidly to the goal. 

Somehow the people are being led to 
expect miracles in the way of lower elec
tric rates once the monopolistic electric 
utilities get their hands on this new pow
er resource. And they are being expertly 
persuaded that it is only the Federal 
Government monopoly in the atomic 
energy field that stands between them 
and lower power rates. 

This is particularly true in areas like 
New England, where the people su1Ier 
from the highest electric rates and the 
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scantiest use of electricity in the whole 
United States. 

What the people of the Northeast fail 
to see is that their high rates are due 
primarily, not to the cost of fuel in their 
region, but to the fact that they have 
been persuaded by private utility mo
nopoly to keep any healthy development 
of public competition out, by blocking 
Federal river-basin programs which in
clude hydroelectric power. The North
east has potential hydroelectric power 
comparable with that of the Southeast. 
But the Southeast has secured much 
lower electric rates through welcoming 
the Federal Government as the natural 
partner in the development of the 
resources of our rivers. 

THE YARDSTICK IN THE TENNESSEE VALLEY 

The people of the Northeast, and New 
Englanders in particular, can learn a 
lesson, which will serve them in good 
stead in their dealing with the atomic 
energy challenge, if they will look care
fully at a small pamphlet issued by TV A, 
entitled "TV A's Influence on Electric 
Rates." This pamphlet tells its story 
mostly in charts. I wish that I could 
put them up for all to see, for the moral 
of their story would go far in demon
strating what is the matter with the 
proposed atomic energy legislation. 

These charts show the United States, 
with the average bills for 100 kilowatts 
a month of residential electric service for 
cities of 50,000 population or over by 
zones established by concentric circles 
around Tennessee as the center. One 
map shows the situation in 1932, before 
TV A was started. The other shows it 
in 1952. 

The map showing the situation in 1932 
shows that Tennessee had the highest 
residential bill for this service, or $5.26. 
In fact, there was not much variation 
among the other zones so far as the east 
was concerned, with the average bill 
ranging around $5. The Pacific North
west_, however, had lower bills, with 
the State of Washington, where Seat
tle and Tacoma have long operated 
municipally owned systems, having the 
lowest average in the country-$3.18. 

But, when we look at the situation in 
1952, we find that a definite pattern has 
developed. Washington State, now 
within the Bonneville Power Adminis
tration area, still had the lowest average 
bill for 100 kilowatt-hours a month of 
residential service, or $2.39. The TVA 
area came next with $2.50. Then, going 
outward from the TV A area, we find the 
average bills ranging progressively 
higher, until they reach an average of 
$4.12 for the west north central and 
northeastern zone, which includes New 
York and most of New England. 

Lacking at it in another way, the re
ductions in average bills for 100-kilo
watt-hours of electricity between 1932 
and 1952 were: For the Tennessee Valley 
region, $2.76; for the next zone, $1.73; 
for the second zone beyond, $1.12; for 
the third zone, $1.24; and for the re
motest zone, including New York and 
New England, only $0.78. In other 
words, in the Tennessee Valley region, 
where a Federal program of river-basin 
development had gone forward, bills for 
100 kilowatt-hours of electric service had 

gone down 31h times as rapidly as in the 
New York-New England zone, where 
there had been no such program. Even 
in the zone next to the Tennessee Val
ley the reductions in residential bills in 
th~20-year period had exceeded those in 
the most remote zone by more than 2 
to 1. 

I bring these comparisons to your at
tention early in my remarks, Mr. Pres
ident because I want it clearly under
stood' that it is not so much the initial 
cost of the energy component--that is, 
the production cost--in electric bills, as 
the power policy, which governs the de
velopment and mark~ting of the power 
which determines whether people pay 
high or low electric rates. 

Mr. President, I bring this to your 
attention early in my speech because I 
hitch these electrical facts directly to the 
question, On which side is the pu~lic 
interest to be found in connection w1th 
the matter of bills for the consumption 
of electricity? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Ore.gon yield for a 
question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question 
only. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Dees the Senator 
from Oregon feel that there is any con
nection between the high power rates 
of New England, which are approximate
ly 90 percent higher than the low rate 
just quoted, and the fact that industry 
has been moving out of New England, 
and that · region as a whole has been 
failing to advance? 

Mr. MORSE. My answer is that I 
think there is always a direct relation
ship between the cost of producing goods 
and the decision of a manufacturer as 
to the location of the site of his plant 
for the production of goods. I rely now, 
not upon my observations, Mr. President, 
but upon the opinions of a great many 
persons in the field of industry in the 
Northeast, who will testify-and do tes
tify and do say and write-that the high 
cost of production in New England is 
due in large part to the high cost of elec
tric power. They complain that areas 
that have cheap electric power are given 
a great competitive advantage over New 
England. I think their conclusion is 
unanswerable, and my record in the Sen
ate will so show. In fact, I remember 
that last year, when the junior Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] was 
making his brilliant series of speeches 
on the economic problems of the New 
England area, I interrupted him, one 
afternoon, as I recall, and examined him 
a bit upon the electric power potential 
in New England, by way of hydroelectric 
development. The CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD will speak for itself in that connec
tion, of course; but I am sure I accurate
ly paraphrase the remarks made on that 
occasion by the junior Senator from 
Massachusetts, when I say that in the 
course of that debate he pointed out 
that he was greatly concerned about the 
lack of cheap hydroelectric power in 
New England. He agreed with me in 
that colloquy thfl,t there are a good many 
sites in New England where hydroelec
tric potentials can be developed. The 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Will ShOW that I 
pledged to the Senator from Massachu-

setts at that time, as I do to each and 
every other Senator in this bOdy in whose 
State there are undeveloped hydroelec
tric power sites, that I could always be 
counted upon to support him in any pro
posed piece of legislation which would 
seek to extend the public power yard
stick to New England. It is sorely 
needed in New England. 

One of the reasons why I made the 
fight I did this year in the Public Works 
Committee, along with some very able 
colleagues, for the Lehman-Roosevelt 
Niagara bill was that in my judgment 
it would bring a greater opportunity for 
development of a public power yardstick 
that would serve New England from the 
falling waters of Niagara than any other 
proposal with regard to the Niagara de
velopment that was before the commit
tee. 

I think the Senator from Tilinois has 
put his finger on one of the great needs 
of the New England area--cheap electric 
power. But New England is not going 
to get cheap electric power, either from 
hydroelectric development or atomic 
energy development, if the power is to be 
supplied by private utility monopolies 
which do not have to operate against a 
public power yardstick for competitive 
purposes. 

That leads me to one of my objections 
to this bill, although in this speech I 
shall go into it in greater detail than at 
this moment. 
· One of my great objections to this 
bill is that in my judgment it plays into 
the hands of the private monopolies. It 
denies to the people in the areas that 
are to be served by such reactors as are 
built under the terms of this bill by 
private utilities of a public power com
petitive source for their electricity. That 
is why I say I cannot reconcile this pro
posal with the public welfare. 

In fact, there is considerable expert 
opinion to the effect that we probably 
could spot from 12 to 18 atomic energy 
power-developing reactors in various re
gions of the country, and in the not too 
distant future develop enough electric 
power from those reactors, if all goes 
well with this atomic energy program
and the scientists seem very confident 
about it--to supply all the power needs 
of the Nation. I say from 12 to 18 re
actors. They would have to be large re
actors, I understand, costing between 
$200 million and $400 million apiece. 
But our scientists are leading us to be
lieve that such a possibility is a proba
bility. That is why I say we ought to 
take a long look at this bill. If we are 
dealing here with a source of electric 
power-and I think we can take judicial 
notice that we are-which can supply 
that amount of power, then we had bet
ter make certain that we have protected 
the public interest. We will not have 
protected the public interest unless we so 
amend this bill that we have in it the 
same safeguards that the great Norris, 
La Follette, Johnson, Borah, McNary, 
and a good many of the other liberals 
of times gone by in the Senate saw to it 
were written into the power policy of this 
country in a .series of legislative measures 
starting with the bill of 1903 and in
cluding, of course, the various flood con
trol acts, the Bonneville Act, and other 
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acts relative to our great multiple-pur
pose dam developments. 

I should like to make clear rather 
early in the speech that I think once 
again we see the illustration of how his
toric patterns have a tendency to repeat 
themselves. There is nothing new in the 
battle taking place in the Senate this 
morning. This has been an oft-repeated 
battle-the :fight conducted by one group 
of Senators to protect the economic in
terests of the masses of our people 
against others who seem to think that 
the masses of the people can best be 
served through the strengthening of mo
nopolistic control over the economic po
tentials of the country. It represents a 
very deep-seated difference in political 
philosophy, really. We come to grips in 
an issue such as this with the kind of 
philosophical approach we are to make 
to the operation of a representative gov
ernment. 

Are we to follow the theory which I 
think is dominant in the Eisenhower ad
ministration, and which, unfortunately, 
has come to be dominant, in my opinion, 
in Republican philosophy? It was one 
of the many reasons why I reluctantly 
came to the point of view that I could 
not square continued membership in the 
Republican Party with my own con
science, and led to my resignation. 

I say we come to grips here in a repe
tition of the oft-repeated battle in the 
Senate, with the issue, Are we going to 
seek to protect the economic welfare of 
the masses of the people by retaining in 
the Government a check upon private 
monopoly and the power on the part of 
the Government itself to do those things 
which need to be done in order to pro
tect and promote the best welfare of the 
people? 

Oh, I was amused to :find the President 
of the United States some months ago 
belatedly discovering that great politi
cal tenet of Abraham Lincoln, to the ef
feet that it is one of the primary obliga
tions of a proper representative govern
ment to do for the people what they 
cannot do themselves or cannot so well 
do themselves, but what needs to be 
done in the public interest. It is won
derful to see Mr. Eisenhower quoted at a 
press conference. How sad that his rec
ord shows it is· naught but a quotation. 
It is not a rule of political conduct, be
cause his record is not a record which 
shows that he believes in putting it into 
action. 

I am only suggesting that the Repub
licans practice that all-American doc
trine. It is not Republican doctrine 
alone, Mr. President. It is Lincoln doc
trine, but it is good American doctrine. 
We cannot promote the general welfare 
under democratic processes in a repre
sentative government unless we rec
ognize that the Government itself has 
the duty to act in whatever manner is 
necessary to do for all the people what 
needs to be done, and what they cannot 
so well do for themselves. 

Here is an example, .Mr. President. 
I am urging and I shall continue to urge 
that there be written into this bill plenty 
of language that will keep faith with 
Lincoln and will keep faith with George 
Norris, and keep faith with the concept 
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that this Government of ours has a duty 
to retain unto itself, in connection with 
atomic energy, not only the authority. 
not only the right, but the clear obliga
tion so to do that some of these reactors 
that will be self-liquidating in nature are 
built by the people through their Gov
ernment, and that the people will have 
the benefit of cheap power produced un- . 
der that kind of public power yardstick. 

Through the operation of that kind 
of Government plan industry, which is 
given a license also to generate power 
from atomic energy, will necessarily have 
to conform to the yardstick the Govern
ment has laid down, because we are 
dealing here with a matter -of energy, 
economic energy. It is the energy that 
makes the economy go round and round. 

I know it will be subject to misinter
pretation and to twisting, and will be 
taken out of context. However, it repre
sents a point of view I want to stress here 
tonight, because I stand on it, and I have 
no apology to make for it. I think the 
Government has the duty of maintaining 
control over the principal source of en
ergy that makes the wheels of American 
industry go round. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. May I ask the Sen

a tor from Oregon if I am correct in my 
belief that he is not opposing a consid
erable degree of private development of 
atomic energy? 

Mr. MORSE. On the contrary, Mr. 
President, I am urging the development 
of atomic energy by private industry un
der necessary controls and checks and 
regulations, so that the evils of monop
oly will not develop and so that the 
American people will not have to pay 
tribute to a private monopoly and will 
have to pay only a very fair price for the 
power that is generated. My position is 
the same, I may say .to the Senator from 
Illinois, with regard to private industry 
development of electric energy through 
atomic energy power as my insistence 
that private utilities have the right to 
develop and be encouraged to develop 
electric power at hydroelectric sites 
where so-called low dams are feasible. 

I am only insisting that the American 
people retain this right that will em
power their Government to build some 
reactors in order to have better use and 
better distribution, just as we built the 
great multiple purpose dams and devel
oped power hydroelectrically. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
. Mr. DOUGLAS. Then, is the Senator 
from Illinois correct in believing that all 
the Senator from Oregon is contending 
for is that the Government should not 
be foreclosed from the possibility of 
building some of the reactors itself and 
developing electric power itself, and that 
it should have the opportunity to do so 
if a later Congress is willing to make the 
necessary appropriations? 

Mr. MORSE. That is exactly the 
position of the Senator from Oregon, 
and I am glad the Senator from Illinois 
has raised the point, so that at least it 
·will quash any justification for any mis-

interpretation of the '.remarks of the 
Senator from Oregon. 

As I said, I bring these comparisons to 
the attention of the Senate tonight early 
in my remarks because I want it clearly 
understood that it is not so much the 
initial cost of the energy component that 
represents the production cost in elec
tric bills as the power policy which gov
erns the development and marketing of 
the power which determines whether 
people pay high or low electric rates. 

It would be a tragic mistake if people 
should be mesmerized by the propaganda 
into believing that all you need to do is 
to turn the development of atomic power 
over to the private power monopolies to 
be on the road to lower electric rates. 
No more fatal blunder could be made in 
connection with the setting up of the 
legal framework within which the atomic 
power age is going to develop. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question 
only. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the Senator from 
Illinois correct in his impression that in 
New England the cost of power to the 
household user is probably 10 times the 
generating cost per kilowatt-hour? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes; I think that is a 
very accurate statement of the average 
we see in the comparative tables which 
are presented to us which compare New 
England rates with rates in the low 
power rate areas. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield for a fur
ther question? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes; for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Then, is the Senator 

from Illinois correct in his impression 
that it is in the :field of transmission 
and distribution costs or charges that 
the New England rates and the private 
rates have been kept high? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes; the transmission 
charges in New England are, in my 
judgment, exorbitant. That raises an 
interesting angle on this power prob
lem. There are those, of course, who 
cry "Wolf! Wolf!" about creeping so
cialism when one suggests Government 
grid-back transmission systems. The 
fact remains that we cannot have cheap 
power distributed unless the Govern
ment transmits the power to so-called 
load centers, and contracts for power are 
made off the load centers. That means 
that we cannot have bus-bar sales. As 
everyone who knows my power stand is 
aware, I am unalterably opposed to any 
bus-bar deals with private utilities. I 
insist that the people not only ought 
to build multiple-purpose dams, but. they 
ought to build so-called heavy transmis
sion grid-back transmission lines to load 
centers, and all groups, including the 
private utilities, that want to buy any 
of that power should be given fair con
sideration in purchasing power off the 
load centers and off the Government 
grid back. 

Yet, Mr. President, what have we 
found to be the record of the Eisenhower 
administration in the whole matter of 
transmission lines? It has been a record 
of denying necessary appropriations, of 
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cutting back REA transmission line ap
propriation requests. It has been a rec
ord of crying "Creeping socialism" when 
anyone proposes that the people through 
their Government, should build their 
own transmission lines so long as the 
power is developed from their own dams. 
There have been instances of the Secre
tary of the Interior signing some very 
undesirable contracts, turning over some 
transmission lines, such as a line in the 
southern part of my State, to a private 
utility, even though in that case the Gov
ernment had already spent a substantial 
sum on clearing the way, building a 
part of the line, and distributing mate
rial along much of the remaining cleared 
right-of -way. 

No, Mr. President, we do not have here, 
as some would like to believe of those of 
us who are opposed to turning over 
atomic energy power resources to pri
vate utilities, a situation in which we are 
either for 100 percent public power or 
100 percent private power. I have al
ways taken the position that public 
power and private power can prosper in 
the same area, in the same region. We 
have demonstrated it in the Pacific 
Northwest. The building of the great 
multiple-purpose dams, Mr. President, 
has not put the private utilities out of 
business. They have continued to make 
a good profit. In fact, before this ad
ministration came into being, the pri
vate utilities were enthusiastic support
ers of such cooperative enterprises, for 
example, as the Tacoma pooling agree
ment, whereby it was agreed that the 
power, both public and private, should 
go into a common pool, to be distributed 
in accordance with the needs of the 
consumers. 

I wish to say again this morning, as I 
have said in my State many times, that 
I think the Government should be pro
ceeding more rapidly than it was in
clined to, and give to the private utilities 
longer-term contracts and fairer con
tracts than it had been giving. But now 
we have the Eisenhower administration 
in power, and it has gone to the other_ 
extreme. We have the McKay 20-year 
contracts with a group of private utilities 
in the Pacific Northwest. It is my judg
ment that the ·McKay contracts con
stitute an unconscionable giveaway of 
the rights of the people of the country 
as well as of the Pacific Northwest. 
There is a joker clause in the McKay 
contract which provides, in effect, that 
if some private utility is found to be 
violating the power policy laid down by 
the Administrator, the Administrator 
can give 4 years' notice and if it does 
not comply within 4 years, the Admin
istrator can take it into court. 

Of course, under the old arrange
ment--and it was a sound arrange
ment--because, while there was a cause 
of action against the Administrator if 
he acted capriciously, without reason
able discretion; yet he could turn the 
switch on the private utility, and, in the 
public interest, compel compliance with 
Federal power policy. But not so under 
this monstrosity McKay has signed with 
the private utilities in the Pacific North
west. What I think we should do as 
reasonable men is to recognize that thel'e 
is a truly middle course. I am not for 

Federal monopoly of the power resources 
of America; neither am I for private or 
public monopoly of the power resources 
of America. I think we have to develop 
a cooperative program between private 
industry and Government, whereby the 
Government maintains some of the gen
erating facilities as a public-power com
petitive yardstick against private utili
ties. I think the Government must be 
required to be fair and reasonable in its 
contracts with private utilities. But 
such provisions do not exist in this bill, 
so far as protecting the public interest 
against a private monopoly is concerned. 

So I saY., Mr. President, that I have 
something even more important to point 
out to show the fallacy which I think is 
inherent in this bill, of giving to the 
private utilities what really amounts to 
unchecked control so far as unchecked 
control is concerned in the atomic energy 
electric power development program. 
FALLACIOUS ARGUMENTS FOR PATENT MONOPOLY 

I am convinced by the evidence which 
I have seen that the people are being 
made the victim of a gigantic hoax to 
win their support for turning this great 
new energy resource over to private en
terprise, practically without strings pro
tecting the people's interest in low-cost 
electricity. That hoax takes the form 
of the reiterated statement that the Fed
eral Government has not yet brought 
the art of atomic-energy development 
to the point where atomic electric power 
is commercially feasible and that to get 
over the hump we need to put the pri
vate profit motive to work by allowing 
private patents for inventions and dis
coveries, as well as private utility owner
ship and operation of nuclear or atomic 
powerplants. 

It is my belief that the feverish activity 
to get this bill through Congress in a 
half-baked condition during the last 
days of the present session is due not 
to a passion to get the people atomic 
power as quickly as possible but to the 
determination to get the Government out 
of the business before the people wake 
up to the fact that devoted scientists 
working for the people have already ' 
brought the technology of atomic-power 
production to the point of realization. 
Only the construction of the very large 
plants, which the present state of the art 
calls for, is required to produce power 
which ·vould undersell conventional gen
eration, at least in high fuel-cost areas. 

I might add that, like hydroelectric 
stations, a greater portion of the cost 
of producing atomic power will be in the 
fixed charges than in the operating ex
penses. This means that low-cost Gov
ernment credit could play an important 
part in assuring atomic power at the 
lowest possible cost. 

But to come back to this propaganda 
hoax that would persuade the people that 
economical atomic power is still a good 
many years ahead, the exact date when 
it makes its bow being still rather uncer
tain, I think that is just creating a setup 
to discourage the people from supporting 
Government development and provide 
the basis for what will appear to be a 
sudden demonstration of the genius of 
private entel'prise once the giveaway has 
been accomplished. 

Now, of course, I am venturing into a 
field in which someone will probably tell 
me that angels fear to tread, for I cer
tainly am speaking without any inside 
knowledge of the secrets which are so 
jealously guarded. But a number of 
papers which have been presented by 
those who have been on the inside, and 
articles which have been written in sci
entific and trade journals, not to men
tion bits of information culled from tes
timony and statements of the past and 
present Chairmen of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, suggest that economically 
feasible atomic power will come into the 
picture just about as fast as the time 
required to construct a few really large 
stations. That means generating sta
tions with capacity ranging up from a 
quarter of a million kilowatts, compa
rable with the big conventional fuel
generating stations. 

This means that the people of the 
United States are being asked through 
this bill to present private industry, not 
with a challenging opportunity to risk 
capital in a development which is still 
speculative, but with an almost com
pleted power development technique, 
brought to the commercial stage almost 
wholly through investment by the peo
ple. 

That is why I contend that this will 
be ·recognized, if Congress enacts and 
the President signs this bill, !lS the most 
colossal giveaway in history. 

THE ENORMITY OF THE GIVEAWAY 

Before going on to support my con
tention with facts drawn fro·m these 
expert sources, I want to tell you just 
how big a giveaway this will be. -

Mr. President, if you will look at the 
report of a Forum on Business Oppor
tunities in Atomic Energy, held under 
the auspices of the Atomic Industrial 
Forum in New York City during May 
of this year, you will find an interest
ing paper presented by R. P. Petersen, 
Chief of the Industrial and Production 
Reactors Branch of the Atomic Energy 
Commission's Division of Reactor De
velopment. I shall have further com
ment on this paper. But at this point 
I will merely refer to the :figures he pre
sented showing the country's reserves of 
the various kinds of fuel. 

These figures were prepared for the 
Commission by Palmer C. Putnam, one 
of their outstanding consultants. In 
brief they show that if 4 billion tons of 
coal are taken as the unit of measure
ment, all the coal and petroleum and oil 
shale and natural gas reserves of the 
country put together equal only 9.2 such 
units, if we are talking about what the 
AEC terms "assured reserves," and only 
29.1 such units if the ultimate possi
bilities are plumbed. In contrast, the 
figures show that the country's reserves 
of nuclear fuel, the source of atomic 
power, are estimated at 1,500 such units, 
or 1,500 times 4 billion tons of coal. That 
would be a mighty big pile of coal. 

NOT JUST MILLION8-B11T TRU.LIONS 

In other words, the giveaway to pri
vate monopoly contemplated by this bill 
is equivalent to 16 times the assured re
serves and 6 times the ultimately pos
sible reserves of all the coal, oil, -shale, 
and natural gas reserves of the coun-
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try put together. If we take the price 
of coal !l-t.$7 per ton, this givea\_Vay would 
ultimately stack up to some astronomi
cal .figure like $42 trillion, or in ordi
nary language, $42 million million. 

Today this vast wealth belongs to the 
people by virtue of the fact that they 
risked all the money that has opened 
up its use. Under the existing McMahon 
Act, it is theirs to use in the public in
terest. As I am going to show, their 
risk capital has brought the technology 
of the atomic age to the point where 
commercially feasible electric power is 
to all intents and purposes no further 
a way than the time required to construct 
a few big generating stations. Here in 
the Senate we have a great responsi
bility to make sure that, when this new 
form of electric power takes its place in 
the country's magnificent energy econ
omy, the profits on the people's equity 
in the business shall flow to them in 
electric rates much lower than private 
monopoly is willing to charge. 

I wish to assure the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. SCHOEPPEL] that, in my 
judgment, that is exactly what the 
people of Kansas would agree with. I 
am satisfied that the Senator would find 
in Kansas very little disagreement with 
the position taken this morning by the 
Senator from Oregon. I think he would 
find that the people of Kansas do not 
want · the Senate to give away not $42_ 
million but $42 trillion of the_ heritage 
of generations of American boys and 
girls, yet unborn, in the great atomic 
energy resources of the Nation. 

One of the reasons why I am making 
this effort-and it is a pleasant effort
is that I am deeply moved by a great 
sense of patriotic obligation to those 
unborn generations of American boys 
and girls. I would not want them, as 
they came on the face of the earth, to 
read in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD any 
failure on my part to make the fight I 
am making here today to try to absorb 
the necessary amount of time until the 
people in Kansas, Oregon, California, 
Maine, Illinois, Texas, and every other 
State of the Union, come to an under
standing and an appreciation of the tre
mendous giveaway of the people's wealth 
which, I respectfully submit, is to be· 
found in the bill. 

I am always delighted when the Sena
tor from Kansas listens to me make my 
plea in an endeavor to protect the gen
eral welfare. 

ATOMIC POWER CLOSE AT HAND 

Now, I may be asked, on what do you 
base your conclusion that the art has 
been brought to the point where it would 
be possible to start constructing a giant 
atomic powerplant tomorrow, which 
would be commercially feasible in parts 
of the country where power supply costs 
are presently high? 

In the first place, Prof. Manson Bene
dict, of the Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology, analyzed at sOihe length 
in the Chemical Engineer in 1952 the 
possibilities of an atomic powerplant 
in Boston, Mass. His answer was by no 
means immediately encouraging. For, 
after noting the estimates of Dr. Donald 
Loughbridge, assistant qirector of the 
AEC division of reactor de~elopment, 
th~t the c9st _Qf a nuc}ear pow_e:~: plant. 

using present-day t-echniques, would be· 
something like $500 or $600 per kilowatt 
of capacity, he found that the allow-. 
able powerplant investment for such a 
project to compete in Boston could not 
exceed $258. And his $258 figure was 
based on the assumption of practically 
zero fuel cost. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield for a 
·question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GoLDWATER in the chair). Does the
Senator from Oregon yield to the Sen
ator from Illinois? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. When the Senator 

from Oregon speaks of the cost as being 
$258, he is referring to a cost of $258 per 
kilowatt, is he not? 

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. 
Benedict's conclusion at that time was 

that "before nuclear fuels could compete 
with coal in Boston, it would be neces
sary to develop a successful breeding 
reactor and cut the cost of a nuclear 
powerplant in half." 

Those estimates were made about 2 
years ago. I mention this because I 
want to suggest how rapidly atomic: 
technology is moving toward meeting 
that challenge. For I am going to dis
cuss at some length an article in the July 
12, 1954, Electrical World, trade journal 
of th_e electric utility and electric equip
ment industry, in which Francis K. Mc
Cune, general m_anager of the atomic 
products division . of Ge~eral Electric 
Co., estimates the plant investment. 
cost of a complete atomic powerplant, 
designed to use the "light water" boiling 
reactor principle, at $243 per kilowatt, 
and this includes allowance for what he' 
terms the "nuclear fuel inventory." In 
other words, Dr. Loughbridge's estimates 
of atomic power plant cost have already 
been cut in half. · 

The article is adapted from a paper 
which Mr. McCune presented to the 
Atomic Industrial Forum panel in Wash
ington, D. C., May 24, 1954. 

But before discussing the facts brought 
out in this latest authoritative paper, I 
should like to call attention to some ear-· 
lier indications of the progress which is 
being made, particularly during the past 
2 years, toward commercially feasible 
atomic power. 
FORMER CHAIRMAN GORDON DEAN' S OBSERVATIONS 

In the first place, I have found a few 
very interesting indications of how fast 
the possibility of commercially feasible 
power from the atom is approaching in 
a book by Gordon Dean. former Chair
man of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
published last fall by Alfred A. Knopf. 
The book is entitled "Report of the 
Atom." On page 164 he says that--

Up to now we have been in a phase in re
actor development where the costs have been 
terrifically high, and where the payoff has· 
been over the horizon. 

He then continues: 
But all this is changing. In racing par

lance, it might be said that we have rounded 
the usable power turn and are headed into 
the economically feasible power stretch. 
The goal is in sight. The principle o~ 
atomic power has been proved; all that re-· 
mains 1s to cut the costs. 

N-ow let us see just' what Chairman 
Dean is thinking about when he talks· 
about the remaining job of cutting the 
costs. 

Mr. Dean, as my colleagues know, was 
chairman of the Atomic Energy Com
mission. I know him very well, and have 
the highest regard for his integrity, his 
competency, his judgment. and his· 
knowledge in the field of atomic energy, 
I served under Gordon Dean in the De
partment of Justice for a couple of years. 
He was chairman of an executive com
mittee that really was my boss in con
nection with a project I did as assistant 
to the Attorney General from 1936 to 
1938. I know Mr. Dean so well,·and have 
such a high regard for him, Mr. Presi- · 
dent, that I place a great deal of weight 
in his judgment. Listen to what he says. 
He has suggested the answer previously 
on page 160 of his book, where. after 
-commenting on the suggestion that the 
first reactor to produce usable power for 
a practical civilian purpose should be lo
cated in an area-say, the Arctic-where 
fuel costs are high, he continues: 

This might be true, but there are several 
drawbacks to such an approach in the year 
1953. Inasmuch as a stationary reactor de
signed solely to produce power for a practical 
purpose has never been built, the scientists 
are not at all sure of the best design or the 
most economical size. A small reactor pro
ducing 10,000 kilowatts of electric energy 
might be built today for $10 million and 
produce electricity at 50 mills per kilowatt
hour. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield for a 
question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. What was the cost a 

kilowatt-hour which the Senator from 
Oregon quoted? 

.Mr. MORSE. Fifty mills a kilowatt
hour. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I ask the Senator if 
that is not an impossible cost. It would 
be impossible for an atomic plant to 
compete with private power under those 
conditions, would it not? 

Mr. MORSE. As of now, it is; but it 
demonstrates the thesis that I am now 
pursuing in my speech, namely, the tre
mendous decrease we have already seen, 
in a few short years, in the cost of elec
tric power production from an atomic 
energy reactor. As Gordon Dean states 
in his book: "All that is remaining now 
is the problem of cutting production 
costs." 

When there is attained the kind of re
duction in costs he is talking about, 
when the costs are cut down to 50 mills, 
as compared to the many times higher 
cost which was predicted 2 years ago, I 
would say we are making progress. That 
is one of the reasons why I urge that 
the Government keep a hand of control 
over this resource, and that we not give 
it away to the private utilities, because 
they are interested in getting hold of it
at least, it appears that way to me-be
cause they have inside information that, 
with the technological advancement 
which lies just ahead, there will result 
the production of electric power at a 
cost which will make it possible for that 
kind of power to compete with hydro
electric power. 



11336 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-· SENATE July 22 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further for a ques4 

tion? 
Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Did the Senator from 

Illinois misunderstand the figures used 
by the Senator from Oregon earlier? He 
quoted a cost as of 1952, of $258 a kilo 4 

watt-hour. 
Mr. MORSE. Two hundred and fifty

eight dollars, according to Loughbridges' 
estimate. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is that generating 
cost or capital investment? -

Mr. MORSE. That is generating cost. 
I suppose it takes into account interest 
on the capital investment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator 
yield for a further question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Then, I take it that 

the Senator from Oregon, when he 
quoted the figure $258, was not referring 
to capital investment, but to the cost 
of producing electrical power, was he 
not? 

Mr. MORSE. That is what Mr. 
Loughbridge said in the quotation I used. 
Of course, I do not know the details of 
the basis of his figures. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If I may ask the Sen 4 

ator from Oregon this question: What 
does he understand would be the cost of 
the most economica11·eactor under pres 4 

ent conditions? 
Mr. MORSE. The experts seem to 

think it would be between $200 million 
and $400 million. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. How much power 
would such a reactor be expected to gen4 

erate? 
Mr. MORSE. I cannot answer that 

question. · 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Am I to understand 

the Senator from Oregon to say that in 
order to enter the atomic-energy game, 
so to speak, one would have to put up 
from $200 million to $400 million? 

Mr. MORSE. I understand that would 
be the most economical operation. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If that be true, may 
I ask the Senator from Oregon if he 
would expect large numbers of private 
companies to knock each other over in a 
given region in their haste and anxiety 
to enter the field? 

Mr. MORSE. That is a part of the 
burden of my argument. There would 
be, I think, only a few special, privileged 
groups and combines that would do it. 
There would be a cluster of private 4 

utility combines seeking to get monopo4 

listie control of such an enterprise. That 
is why I say, most respectfully, that I 
think it is absurd to argue on the fioor 
of the Senate, as has been argued dur 4 

ing the course of the debate, that there 
is nothing that would stop a cooperative 
or municipality or REA from going ahead 
and entering the atomic-energy and 
electric-power-producing business under 
the bill. The only thing that stops 
them-it is perfectly obvious-is that no 
municipality would find it possible to 
raise between $200 million and $400 mil4 
lion to build one of the reactors. I do 
not believe that any Member of the Sen4 
ate could name even one municipality 
which would find it possible to do that. _ 
.Certainly no little, struggling ;a~ or 

farm cooperative or municipal power 
group would be able to raise that much 
money. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield for a 
question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator 

from Oregon remember the story which 
is told about John W. Gates and Charles _ 
M. Schwab? John W. Gates was a resi
dent of my State, and was known as 
"Bet-you-a-million" Gates; and on a 
trip to New York on the 20th Century 
Limited at one time it is said that the 
two of them were playing poker with a 
group of cronies. Does the Senator from 
Oregon remember that story? 

Mr. MORSE. No, I do not remember 
it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator 
from Oregon remember, further, that 
when they were playing, a commercial 
traveler showed great anxiety to get into 
the game; and does the Senator from 
Oregon remember that Mr. Schwab and 
Mr. Gates paid no attention to him, 
until finally he flipped down a thousand 
dollars, and said, "Now, here, let me into 
the game, I want some chips," and that 
Mr. Schwab then said, "Give the gentle
man one white chip." 

Does the Senator from Oregon think 
that is an appropriate reference? 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, I think it is com4 

pletely apropos. It is a perfect fitting 
cloak for the situation that is presented 
by this bill-another example of the 
"big boy" control, and of the little fel 4 

low's taking what they hand out to him. 
Mr. President, I now continue with the 

quotation from Gordon Dean: 
But a reactor costing only 6 times as much 

might be expected to produce 25 times as 
much electric energy at 8 mills per kilowatt
hour. 

Mr. President, I wish to read that 
again, and also to go back somewhat in 
the . reading of the quotation, because 
here we have the testimony of a former 
chairman of the Atomic Energy Commis
sion, who was writing with a great 
wealth of background information on 
what is happening in the atomic energy 
field. He said-and I repeat the last two 
sentences of the quotation: 

A small reactor producing 10,000 kilo
watts of electric energy might be built to
day for $10 million and produce electricity 
at 50 mills per kilowatt-hour. But a re
actor costing only 6 times as much might be 
expected to produce 25 times as much elec
tric energy at 8 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. President, eight mills per kilo4 

watt-hour for the cost of producing 
atomic power would be commercially 
feasible in the vicinity of Boston, Mass., 
today. We may well ask, what has been 
holding back the Atomic Energy Com 4 

mission from undertaking, or at least 
proposing to Congress that it undertake, 
a number of full-fledged powerplants? 
Mr. Dean completed his remarks on this 
phase of the matter with the following 
1·efl.ection-and, Mr. President, I particu-
larly wish to call the attention of the 
Senator from Illinois to that statement 
by Gordon Dean, because we have been 
discussing cost estimates by a group of 
experts in this field;_ but all of them 

protect themselves with observations to 
this effect-and now I quote from M:v. 
Dean: 

No one, of course, knows any of these 
things for certain, for the simple reason that 
no·real atomic powerplant has yet been built 
and operated. Many of our cost calculations 
will depend to a large extent upon what we 
learn in the immediate future about the con
struction of power reactors. But units of 
the size described, and at the cost indicated, 
appear to be feasible and will probably pro
duce power at the prices quoted. 

Here, Mr. President, we have the defi
nite suggestion that, without turning the 
people's great new resource over to 
private enterprise-to private monopoly, 
if you will-the technology of atomic 
power has been developed to the point 
where, if we build a big enough atomic 
powerhouse, 8-mill power is in sight. 
Actually, as I shall point out later, writ
ing about a year after Chairman Dean, 
Mr. McCune, of the General Electric 
Atomic Products Division, is showing 
that the per kilowatt-hour cost may 
be reduced to 6. 7 mills when the atomic 
powerplant which he is describing is con
structed. 

But before turning to these later tech4 

nical discussions of the nearness of com
mercially feasible atomic power, I want 
to suggest how little dependence men 
inside the Commission's activities are 
really placing upon private enterprise to 
get in and underwrite the progress which 
the people are being taught will come 
only when private risk capital is allowed 
to get into the picture. 

Right after making a series of sugges
tions for changing the rules so as to en
courage private enterprise to get into the 
atomic power field, Chairman Dean 
makes the following significant admis
sion: 

Meanwhile, to help create the technolog
ical clime needed for further rapid progress, 
it is quite evident to me that the Govern
ment, through the Atomic Energy Commis
sion, must continue to play a significant and 
leading role in reactor development, not only 
for military purposes, but for general power 
purposes, as well. Although the Commission 
should never be in the atomic power busi
ness, in the sense of building and operating 
large power reactors for the sale of elec
tricity to consumers, it does, however, have 
the responsibility of stimulating within its 
own laboratories, and in industry, an in
tensive search for ways and means of ex
tracting. usable power from the atom. 

Thus, it is clear that the people are 
going to continue to take the risk and 
provide the enterprise. Sometimes I 
have been impressed with the fact that, 
with all the hurrah about private enter
prise, a careful search would reveal the 
fact that our great monopolistic corpo
rations put more emphasis on the word 
"private" than on the word ''enterprise." 
They are more concerned with conserva
tion of capital than conservation of re
sources. In fact, their tendency is to 
conserve capital rather than to risk it. 

FINAL STEPS REQUIRE AEC PIONEERING AT 
TAXPAYERS' COST 

This fact is brought to light even more 
clearly in the atomic development field 
by a further paragraph from Gordon 
Dean's book. He gives away the fact 
that the main objective behind the pres-
ent bill is not to release the dynamic 
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forces of competitive private enterprise, 
but to get the Government out of the 
power field while continuing to subsidize 
with the people's money the develop
mental work from which riskless capital 
will profit; Dean writes: 

To carry out its responsibility to foster and 
encourage advancement in reactor tech
nology, the Commission may well have to 
construct some pilot plants of varying de
signs and run them under conditions simu
lating large power reactor operations. Few, 
if any, private concerns are in a position to 
place risk capital into large reactors cost
ing $60 million to $120 million or more with
out pilot-plant experience behind them; and 
few, if any, would be prepared today to put 
risk money even into pilot plants costing 
on the order of $10 million. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question 
only, 

Mr. GORE. Do not the facts just cited 
by the able junior Senator from Oregon 
illustrate the need for an amendment 
such as the amendment offered by the 
senior Senator from · Colorado [Mr. 
JoHNSON] or some other such amend
ment making it possible for the Govern
ment, either through the Atomic Energy 
Commission or some other agency, 
to develop electricity in comm,ercial 
quantities? 

Mr. MORSE. That is the burden of 
my argument. That is the burden of 
this part of my speech. I am trying to 
point out to my friend from Tennessee; 
who has made such a brilliant and able 
fight in this controversy, that we, the 
Government, have the duty of retaining 
control over atomic energy power de
velopment projects by our public prefer
ence; by our requirement, affirmatively 
stated in the bill, that the Atomic Energy 
Commission-shall be authorized to build 
some of these reactor plants itself, stra
tegically located in this country, just as 
we build some of the great multiple
purpose dams. 

Continuing with the quotation from 
Gordon Dean's book, he says: 

In close association with industrial groups, 
whether public or private, the Commission 
must, therefore, design and build and oper
ate the forerunners of the large reactors 
which will some day feed appreciable quan
t ities of electricity into the utility networks 
of the country. 

Clearly, in the bill now before the Sen
ate we have an amazing proposal. The 
people who have risked billions of dollars 
in bringing the development of this new 
atomic resource to the verge of commer
cial utilization are being told that it is 
in their interest to turn the development 

· of the commercial business itself over to 
giant private utility and equipment com
panies which cannot be expected to risk 
even $10 million on the pilot plants 
which will finally test the various proc
esses before the first big atomic power 
station is built. 

Proponents of the bill will, of course, 
point to the 60,000 kilowatt atomic power 
station which Westinghouse Electric is 
now constructing for a combination of 
the AEC and the Duquesne Power Co. 
near Pittsburgh, But a little examina
tion will reveal the extent to which any 
argument, which uses this as an example 

of the readiness of private companies to 
risk capital in such undertakings, is just 
a part of the great hoax which is being 
put over on the people. There is every 
evidence that the entire proposition 
plays into the power monopoly campaign 
to persuade the people that private en
terprise offers the only assurance of low
cost atomic power soon. 

BOGUS ATOMIC PARTNERSHIP 

The Duquesne undertaking is actually 
just another instance in which the peo
ple, through the Federal Government, 
are taking all the risk, and private mo
nopoly getting all the benefit. ~or the 
Government is building the reactor with 
the power company putting up the cap
ital only for the electric power features 
which will hook onto the reactor and 
transform the atomic energy into elec
tricity. The Government is actually 
guaranteeing the energy, which corres
ponds to that which a conventional 
steam boiler unit delivers to an electric 
turbine generator, at no more than what 
it would cost Duquesne Power Co. if it 
had to build a standard steam station. 
The whole station is so designed that, 
should the atomic reactor prove unsatis
factory, a conventional steam boiler unit 
could be substituted and the plant re
main in service. 

Another aspect of this Duquesne 
Power-Federal partnership which raises 
a serious question as to whether it will 
not play in with the private-company 
thesis, that only by letting private enter
prise take over can the American people 
get commercially feasible atomic power, 
is the fact that this first moderate-sized 
pilot plant is apparently to employ what 
is considered one of the higher-cost 
types of reactor. What Chairman 
Strauss of AEC terms "the country's 
first full-scale nuclear powerplant" of 
60;000 kilowatt capacity will use a "pres
surized water" reactor. Apparently the 
General Electric Co. believes that the 
"boiling water" or "graphite moderated" 
reactors offer the best present possibili
ties for low-cost atomic power. 

The AEC has not undertaken any large 
scale pilot plant experiments with either 
type of reactor. 

It seems to me that some excerpts from 
the unclassified text of an AEC report 
on a Program Proposed for Developing 
Nuclear Power Plant Technology cast 
much light on the purpose behind the 
facts to which I have just called atten
tion. Chairman Strauss presented these 
excerpts to the Joint Commission on 
Atomic Energy in some detail during the 
hearings. Following a brief summary of 
the five reactor experiments which are 
going forward, the report states: 

Consisting largely of small, experimental 
reactors, the program is designed to provide 
a foundation upon which future work to
ward industrial nuclear power can be under
taken by Government or industry. It is 
based on the assumption that the law will 
be changed to make industrial participation 
in reactor development more attractive. 

I would give particular emphasis to 
the last sentence because it suggests 
that the Commission's whole slant has 
been toward the private power point of 
view and that most of its experimental 
work in the direction of industrial power 

from the atom has been designed to fur
ther the ultimate private takeover of the 
atomic power industry. 

The AEC report was moderately opti
mistic. It said: 

Economic evaluations by the Commission 
and its contractors show that the probability 
of producing electricity from nuclear fuel 
at a cost competitive with electricity from 
coal, oil, or gas is good. The estimates gen
erally indicate that if the goal of economic 
nuclear power is pursued with vigor, costs 
can be brought down-in an established nu
clear power industry-until the cost of elec
tricity from nuclear fuel is about the same 
as the cost of electricity from conventional 
fuels, and this within a decade or two. 

This suggestion of the time schedule 
as involving a "decade or two" is so out 
of line with what appear to be the under
standings between the AEC and private 
industry that it again raises the question 
whether Congress and the people are not 
being bamboozled in order to further the 
giveaway to the private power industry. 

Of course, it is always rather amusing 
to me in the course of the debate that if 
it is a decade or two, why this mad rush 
to get this bill through now? There is 
no nee ·l for enacting this bill now. Let 
us wait until next January. Let us wait 
until .the people get a chance to react to 
this private monopoly reactor proposal 
in the bill. 

There is no question about Chairman 
Strauss' view that "the big job of driving 
costs down to levels competitive with 
conventional electric energy can best be 
accomplished by joint effort of both in
dustry and Government as a working 
team." 

That is why I said earlier in my speech 
that that is what I am in favor of. We 
cannot reconcile that with creating a 
monopoly. We cannot reconcile that 
with the monopolistic control this bill 
turns over to private industry. 

Admiral Strauss' idea would be to re
duce the Government's part as fast as 
possible, leaving the entire field of civil
ian development to private monopoly. 
This seems to me to be all of a piece with 
his readiness to let the AEC be used as a 
front for the private power monopoly's 
planned invasion of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question 
only. 

Mr. GORE. Would the junior Senator 
from Oregon not agree that a more accu
rate description would be to aid in help
ing to use or misuse the Atomic Energy 
Commission in this regard? 

Mr. MORSE. I do not think there is 
any question about it. That is why I be
lieve we should hold this line until 
Christmas, if necessary, to get the Amer
ican people to understand what Admiral 
Strauss is up to and what the people for 
whom he is stooging are up to. 
· How far Admiral Strauss' real thinking 
is from the important concept of both 
private and public participation, once 
the Congress has enacted the proposed 
legislation is clear from the following 
excerpt from this statement to the joint 
committee. He said: 

The legislation which has been proposed 
has as its objective, as I see it, not only 
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drawing on the skill and resources of Ameri
can industry, but also integrating atomic 
energy with the established institutions of 
the Nation. Its provisions call for recogni
tion of private ownership qualified only by 
the reservations necessary to protect the 
national security and the public health and 
safety and to assure that the advantageous 
position of individuals and firms already in 
the program is not a bar to widening future 
participation by others. 

NO S AFEGUARDS FOR THE PUBLIC 

He makes crystal clear his belief that 
the best use of such great energy re
sources, that is, the best way of securing 
the maximum return on the public in
vestment in this phase of the atomic 
energy program, is to be found in private 
exploitation. In this way he harks back 
to the old days of unbridled private ex
ploitation of the public domain in the 
interest of profits. So far as hydroelec
tric power resources are concerned, such 
exploitation was brought to an end by 
the enactment of the Federal Water 
Power Act in 1920, and the important 
series of acts establishing Federal power 
policy during the last 20 years. But 
neither Chairman Strauss nor the joint 
committee, which has reported the pres
ent atomic energy bill, sees any need for 
applying these public safeguards to the 
private exploitation of the people's 
atomic energy resource. 

The main point which I want to make 
in my remarks on the atomic energy bill 
this morning is that, under the auspices 
of the McMahon Act, economically feasi
ble atomic power has come much closer 
to realization than the proponents of 
turning the new resource over to private 
monopoly will admit, at least publicly. 
And, although Chairman Strauss always 
tends to come back down to the decade 
estimate when he gets specific, the sub
stance of his testimony before the joint 
committee frequently gives the real sit
uation away, recognizing by implication, 
that about all that is necessary is to 
build a big enough atomic powerplant. 

Thus he says that "recent analysis of 
the potentialities of several di:fl'erent re
actor powerplant designs indicates that 
when reactors no longer require abnor
mal development costs and when costs 
of manufacturing nuclear plant equip
ment have been reduced, several reactor 
systems have a good chance of producing 
power at from 4 to 7 mills per kilowatt
hour in large 300,000-kilowatt plants." 

After going on to suggest that the 
achievement of such costs may be a mat
ter of 10 to 20 years, he uses the under
sized Duquesne Power Co. Federal re
actor plant as an illustration of pres
ent costs being several times the 4 to 7 
mills figure. There seems to be no ques
tion about unit energy costs coming 
down with the increase in the size of the 
station. Thus Strauss says subse
quently: 

The reactors which will produce this power 
at 7 mills per kilowatt-hour or less are likely 
to be 100,000 kilowatts of electrical generat
ing capacity or larger. Some reactors-be
low 50,000 kilowatts and down to the 10,000 
or 5,000 kUowatt range-are technically 
feasible, but are less likely to become sources 
of competitive central station power, since 
unit costs of generating power will be harder 
to bring down to competitive level& 

This brings me to the paper presented 
to the Atomic Industrial Forum panel 
in Washington, D. C., May 24 of this year, 
by the general manager of the atomic 
products division of General Electric Co. 
In his paper Mr. McCune formulated a. 
four-part credo of General Electric Co., 
which included the three following 
affirmations : 

1. That electric companies will own and 
operate a number of atomic powerplants 
within the next 10 years. 

2. That some atomic powerplants will be 
full scale and, what is more important, will 
generate elect ricity at competitive cost, 
possibly within 5 and certainly within 10 
years. 

3. That this will be accomplished without 
Government subsidy for produc.tion plant 
construction or operat ion, and that Govern
ment-supplied fuel will be priced at cost-of
production levels. 

Dealing with the ability of industry to 
get along without subsidy, he said: 

The Government's large expenditures for 
research and development of plutonium 
production reactors, mobile power reactors, 
and other power reactors form the base from 
which industry can proceed. It is believed, 
however, that production-size atomic power
plants can be made economic. 

Approaching estimates for two specific 
types of full-scale atomic powerplants, 
McCune gives the following significant 
suggestion as to what should be included 
and what not included in the assumed in
vestment cost: 

While the necessary research and develop
ment remain an important financial consid
eration to workers in this field, the company 
considers such costs separately, refraining 
from mixing them with production esti
mates. 

Thus the answer to one of the major 
problems of the atomic power program, 
the matter of the safety of adjacent com
munities, appears to be on the road to 
being found. 

The General Electric estimates for this 
type of atomic powerplant, as given in 
McCune's paper, come out at $243 invest
ment per kilowatt of capacity and 6.7 
mills per kilowatt-hour of energy gen
erated, assuming that the plant is oper
ating on the base load of a utility system 
at 80 percent of total full-time output. 
Such figures are well within the range of 
commercial feasibility in areas- of rela
tively high conventional fuel costs. 

McCune presents the figures for an
other type of atomic powerplant en
dorsed by General Electric, using the 
graphite-moderated water-cooled re
actors. His figures are for a 700,000-
kilowatt generating station. He ex
plains the size by saying that graphite 
reactors tend to large sizes for the sake of 
economy. For this type of atomic power
plant General Electric estimates come 
out at $277 per kilowatt of installed ca
pacity and 6.8 mills per kilowatt-hour 
generated. Here, again, the figures are 
within the range of commercial feasibil
ity in areas where conventional fuel 
costs run at 35 cents per million· British 
thermal units and over. 

Thus, when industrialists are talking 
to industrialists, we begin to get a pic
ture of commercially feasible atomic 
power being just around the corner, in
stead of from 10 to 20 years away, as 
administration supporters of the pro
posed legislation would have the people 
believe. And they admit that the Fed
eral experimental reactor program has 

This sounds to -me like a tipo:fl' to one established the basis. In other words, 
of the ways in which the real progress the people's risk capital has not only 
toward the goal of low-cost atomic power prospected the resource but also devel
is not being exposed to public gaze. Has oped the technology of utilization. 
there not been a tendency to charge all Thus, it is really too late in the game for 
the research and development costs in- private enterprise to begin to stake out 
volved in the Federal program to single claims on the ground that private risk 
projects instead of recognizing them as capital and the profit stimulus in a thea
initial investment costs which may be retically competitive industry are re
ultimately amortized out of the revenue quired to enable the people to make the 
from many future atomic powerplants best use of this new energy resource 
pumping economical energy _ into public which has been added to the public do
and private electric systems? main. It just "ain't so," to use a coHo-

Basing his calculations on a 300,000- quialism, and the action of Congress on 
kilowatt atomic power-generating sta- the proposed amendment to the Atomic 
tion McCune says: · Energy Act should not be based on any 

General Electric believes that the light such hypothesis. 
water-moderated and cooled boiling reactor, In the light of where we stand today 
using slightly enriched metallic uranium in the development of commercially 
fuel elements can become competitive in 
the country's higher cost fuel areas in the feasible atomic power for our farms, our 
near future. homes, our places of business, and our 

He makes this statement despite his 
recognition of the fact that there are 
still a multitude of technical problems 
to be solved, particularly that of devel
oping a satisfactory fuel element. 

According to McCune, General Electric 
foresees an excellent future for the light 
water boiling reactor plant because of its 
many similarities to conventional steam 
plants. He says its adoption by the util
ity industry should be relatively easy. 
He adds the following important consid
eration: 

The boiling water reactor has demon
strated safety advantages so that operating 
companies can select plant sites as available 
withiu their aystema. 

industries, the bill before us is complete
ly unrealistic, a giveaway of the public 
interest so vast that it will rise up to · 
haunt those who vote for it. 

What I want to ILake so plain that no 
one can overlook its significance is this: 
That the people can no longer be told 
that commercial atomic power is still 
so remote that they can atford to allow 
private enterprise an extended period 
of freedom from controls while it over
comes the great obstacles to practical 
atomic power development. 

Mr. GORE. · Mr. President. will the 
. Senator from Oregon yield for a ques

tion? 
Mr. MORSE. For a question only. 
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Mr. GORE. With all the intricate 

and highly costly processes which the 
able Senator from Oregon has described, 
how can small business avail itself of 
these vast resources which are developed 
with the people's money? 

Mr. MORSE. They do not have a 
chance. As I said earlier this morning, 
we hear the argument made on the fioor 
of the Senate that there is nothing to 
stop the REA's, the cooperatives, and 

· the small municipal plants from partici
pating in this program. There are 
many things to stop them. One thing 
is the money. Many experts have said 
that the most e:flicient type of reactor 
plant costs from $200 million to $400 
million. There is talk about small coop
eratives and REA's coming in. The only 
way they and the little people of America 
can be protected in this matter is 
through their Government in keeping 
with the philosophy which I discussed 
earlier this morning and which Mr. 
Eisenhower speaks of, but which, as the 
record shows, he has not put into prac
tice, namely, the good, old, sound doc
trine which he quotes from Lincoln. It 
happens to be the obligation of this Gov
ernment to do for the people what needs 
to be done and what they cannot do for 
themselves, in order to promote the gen
eral welfare. It goes back to the thesis 
which I laid down as to what the primary 
obligation of the Government, acting for 
a free people, happens to be. The Gov
ernment takes the steps necessary in 
order to develop the processes that will 
make it possible for small enterprise to 
take advantage of the more than $12 
billion the taxpayers have paid for the 
development of the process, in the first 
place, and which the Government now 
seems to propose to give away. As I 
said earlier today, it will amount to some 
$42 trillion. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield for a further 
question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. GORE. As I understand the 

amendment offered by the senior Sen
ator from Colorado, it would permit, not 
direct, but permit, the Atomic Energy 
Commission to develop, upon a research 
and experimental basis, a plant which 
would produce electricity in commercial 
quantities. Is that a correct interpreta
tion of the amendment? 

Mr. MORSE. That is correct; and it . 
is much to be desired. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield further for a 
question. 

Mr. GORE. How does the able Sena
tor explain the fact that the Eisenhower 
administration was very, very strong for 
putting the Atomic Energy Commission 
into the power business to invade the 
TVA service area, but is very, very 
strongly against letting the Atomic 
Energy Commission develop, even on an 
experimental and research basis, com
mercial electricity with atomic energy? 

Mr. MORSE. My answer is the same 
one I have expressed a good many times 
on the floor. In my judgment, this is a 
private-monopoly controlled administra
tion. In my judgment, the answer is to 

be found in the economic philosophy of 
the President. As I study his record, 
that philosophy is; Let big business do it. 
Let private monopoly do it. 

Mr. GORE. And have it. 
Mr. MORSE. And let the little people 

of the country pay tribute to them. As 
I have said before, I do not believe the 
President understands the difference be
tween private enterprise and private 
monopoly. 
Th~re will not be, in my judgment, an 

effectiVe check upon private monopoly 
unless there is followed the same prin
ciple for which the great Norris fought 
on the floor of the Senate, for which the 
great La Follette, Johnson, Borah, and 
the others of those great giants among 
the liberals in American history, fought, 
namely, that it is necessary to create a 
public power yardstick as a check against 
monopoly, which means that it is neces
sary to have in the bill the kind of 
amendment which the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. JOHNSON] is proposing, 
whereby there will be authorization in 
the lette1· of the law for the Atomic 
Energy Commission to do these things for 
the people, just as under the Federal 
Power Act the Government has the au
thority to proceed to build multiple-pur
pose dams. The check against abuses is 
in the Committees on Appropriations of 
the Congress. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, . will the 
Senator yield further for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. GORE. Conceding that the 

Atomic Energy Commission might have 
its hands full with the atom in its re
search operations presently under way 
and in weapons development, could w~ 
not then properly create another agency 
having the express purpose and direction 
to exercise control in the development of 
electricity from atomic energy? 

Mr. MORSE. I would favor it. 
Mr. GORE. Would not the Senator 

think that in some respects that would 
be preferable to having the Atomic En
ergy Commission do it? 

Mr. MORSE. I find that very appeal
ing. 

Mr. President, I wish to repeat the last 
point I made, because it is a part of the 
essence of the argument of this particu
lar speech. What I wish to make so plain 
that no one can overlook its significance 
is this: That the people can no longer 
be told that commercial atomic power is 
still so remote that they can afford to 
allow private enterprise an extended pe
riod of freedom from controls while it 
overcomes the great obstacles to prac
tical atomic power development. 

They can no longer be told that some
time during the next 10 to 20 years will 
be time enough in which to bring atomic 
power under the principles of Federal 
power policy, to protect the public inter
est in the same way that it is now pro
tected in connection with use of the 
people's hydroelectric resources. 

In other words, useful atomic power is 
no longer just a gleam in the eye of the 
chief of some General Electric or West
inghouse laboratory. On the contrary, 
under Government auspices, it has 
reached the point where a responsible 
executive of General Electric can speak 

of the possibility that it will be here 
within 5 years, and remember that some
thing like 3 years is required for the 
construction of such a large generating 
station, even when operated with con
ventional fuel. 

PEOPLE'S INVESTMENT ABOUT TO BEAR FRUIT 

The fact is that, now that the people's 
huge investment of risk capital is about 
to bear fruit in a wonderful addition to 
their sources of future electric power 
supply, it is no time to be handing the 
realization of the profits on this risk 
capital over to private monopoly as the 
bill_ before us would do. For, l~ng ex
penence in the power field has demon
strated beyond doubt that private 
monopoly would continue its restrictive 
practices and so block the full values of 
this new public resource from flowing to 
the people whose investment brought it 
into being. Monopoly control, without 
any of the safeguarding provisions of 
Federal power legislation, would effec
tively defeat the major purposes of pub
lic investment in power, namely, abun
dance of electricity used at the lowest 
possible electric rates. 

In a real sense it would mean not the 
investment of true risk capital by private 
enterprise, but an opportunity for pri
vate monopoly to exact a toll on the 
people's use of the resource and tech
nology which they risked their money to 
develop to the useful stage. 

Now is not the time to sanction such 
a colossal giveaway, to be reckoned, as 
I have already suggested, in the millions 
of millions of dollars-some $42 trillion. 
Now is rather the time to assure con
tin'!led progress under the existing law, 
while authorizing far-reaching investi
gation of the social, economic, political, 
and international implications of com
mercial atomic power in order to proceed 
intelligently to bring this newest and 
greatest public-power resource under the 
controls and safeguards for the public 
interest in electricity contained in exist
ing Federal power legislation. The fact 
that the authors of the present bill, as 
well as the Atomic Energy Commission 
itself, overlooked the necessity for such 
an approach calls for postponement of 
action in this field until the next Con
gress. It may well be that some of the 
issues involved in peacetime use of 
atomic energy will become important in 
the coming elections so that the people 
will enlarge their understanding, and 
Members of the new Congress will come 
to Washington in January with a man
date from their constituents to save this 
power resource from the grip of private 
monopoly. 

It is of the highest importance that 
we proceed along this line, for to enact 
the bill before us might well open the 
way to a period in our civilization 
dominated by a gigantic energy monop
oly to an extent which would mortally 
wound democracy in the country now 
boasting its widest practice. Once this 
greatest energy resource gets securely in 
private hands, without the provisions 
found necessary in the past to protect 
the public interest in electric power, the 
possibility of recapturing the necessary 
controls will be precarious. 
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The people have spent the money to 
develop this resource. The people 
should have its benefits. 

This bill would permit the channeling 
of benefits to the private utilities with
out a shred of protection for the owners 
of right--the shareholders of the United 
States-the American people. 

Mr. President, in this first part of the 
speech, I have discussed, in the main, the 
importance of protecting the American 
people from monopolistic control. I 
have tried to point out that there is 
nothing in the bill that guarantees to 
the American people the development of 
this power by their Government along 
the lines analogous to the building of 
multiple-purpose dams by the Federal 
Government. 

It will be noted in this speech, Mr. 
President, as is my custom in making 
long speeches in the Senate, that I have 
confined my remarks to the subject mat
ter. I intend to do so in the series of 
speeches to follow. There is so much 
to be said on these major subject mat
ters-there is so much to be said on the 
bill-that I shall continue to use this 
forum as a medium for giving to the 
American people the information which 
I think they should have about the dan
gerous nature of the bill. 

So I would summarize for them, into 
two main headings, the points of em
phasis of the part of the speech thus 
far delivered today. First, this is a pri
vate monopoly bill. This is a bill which 
turns the assets, the property, and the 
heritage of the American people in the 
atomic energy program over to private 
utility, private monopoly combines. This 
is a bill which gives to the private utilities 
all the benefits of more than $12 bil
lion of the taxpayers' money invested 
in the development of the information 
we already have about atomic energy 
and the various uses to which it can 
be put, other than war uses, including 
a good many peacetime uses, such as, 
for example, the development of elec
tric power. 

Second, summarizing my speech thus 
far today, I would emphasize that fu
ture generations of American boys and 
girls are entitled to be protected from 
the horrendous giveaway involved in the 
bill, a giveaway which I have estimated 
will probably amount to some $42 tril
lion, although it is so huge, Mr. Presi
dent, that I do not think it is capable 
of calculation. 

The fact is that atomic energy is going 
to be the main source of energy in the 
economy of this country, and, in my 
judgment. those of us who are fighting 
the bill are putting up a fight to protect
true private enterprise in America. We 
are the free enterprisers. We are the 
ones who believe that if there is going 
to be true free enterprise in this country, 
the little-business man. the manufac
turer. and the industrialist should not 
have to pay tribute to a monopolistic 
combine that will get control, if the bill 
is enacted into law. of the bulk of the 
electric power energy of America. 

As I said earlier in my speech, if the 
reactors are spotted in 12 areas of the 
country. and the development proceeds 
as it has been proceeding in the past 
3 years, based upon the testimony of 

the experts I read earlier in my address, 
there will be given to that combination 
of private monopolies a stranglehold on 
the power resources which are necessary 
to turn the wheels of industry. That 
is why I say we are the ones who are 
making the fight to protect the con
tinuation of private enterprise. 
PROPOSED SPECIAL STATUS FOR THE CHAIRMAN 

OF ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

Mr. President, I turn now for a few 
hours to the subject, Proposed Special 
Studies for the Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, as found in the bill. 

Mr. President, the atomic age has 
brought us many new words and phrases 
and usages to enrich our language. 
Since the first announcement about an 
atomic bomb, we have learned to speak 
of nuclear reactors, fission, fusion, neu
trons, radioactive isotopes, and many 
other scientific terms essential in dis
cussing the new and awesome develop
ments of the past decade. For these 
pieces of scientific language which help 
us to discuss the wonders and perils of 
our new era, V'e may be grateful. But 
today I rise to protest another strange, 
new atomic term for which I feel no 
gratitude and which I believe has no 
place in our form of government. That 
is the phrase "official spokesman." 

The amendment which I shall even
tually offer to the bill before the Senate 
would strike out the sentence in the bill 
which states: 

The Chairman (or Acting Chairman in the 
absence of the Chairman) shall be the offi
cial spokesman of "~;he Commission in its re
lations with the Congress, Government 
agencies, persons, or the public, and, on be
half of the Commission, shall see to the 
faithful execution of the policies and de
cisions of the Commission and shall report 
thereon to the Commission from time to 
time, or as the Commission may direct. 

I direct attention to the proposal to 
create an official spokesman for the 
Atomic Energy Commission, and I sub
mit that this is either without meaning, 
or, if it has meaning, that it is undesir
able and dangerous. 

Of all the departments, commissions, 
agencies, and offices that have been cre
ated by the Congress, and under author
ity granted in legislation of the Con
gress, has anyone ever heard of any of 
them having a formally and legally 
designated official spokesman? 

I am not a ware of any other agency 
of the Government, commission, de
partment, office, or what have you-that 
has an official spokesman created by 
law. Nor for that matter have I ever 
heard of any Federal agency with such 
an officer or with any officer so desig
nated. That is not to say, of course, 
that it is undesirable to have an o:tncial 
spokesman. Perhaps we have been re
miss all these years in permitting the 
creation of countless agencies without 
providing each one of them with an 
official spokesman. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. CARL

SON in the chair>. Does the Senator 
from Oregon yield to the Senator from 
South Dakota? 

Mr. MORSE. For a question only. 
Mr. CASE. Seeing the Senator from 

Oregon on the fioor at this hour of the 

morning, and seeing the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas in the chair again, 
I should like to ask the Senator from 
Oregon if that brings back memories. 

Mr. MORSE. Happy memories. I 
was about to comment on that. I did 
comment on it the other day when I was 
making a short speech in the Senate and 
the Senator from Kansas honored me 
with his presence in the presiding offi
cer's chair. I appreciate very much the 
kindness of the Senator from South Da
kota in raising this question so that I 
can have an opportunity to pay tribute 
to the Senator from Kansas. I found 
him, during the tidelands discussion, a 
very fine, fair presiding officer, and 
somehow I always feel very good when 1 
see the Senator from Kansas in the 
chair. In fact, I have been very much 
concerned about him in recent weeks. 
I know he had a very painful misfortune 
with his back, and I am delighted to ob
serve that obviously he has made a full 
recovery and is now in the pink of physi
cal condition. That pleases me very 
much, because, in spite of the fact that 
I have differences in the Senate with 
my colleagues, I have a very deep affec
tion for them, and it always saddens me 
when they are ill disposed, either by way 
of temper or health. I have never seen 
any expression of any indisposition on 
the part of the Senator from Kansas so 
far as temper was concerned, but I have 
felt very bad about the fact that he had 
a back injury, and I am delighted to. 
know that he has practically recovered. 
I welcome him to this debate this rela
tively early hour in the morning, 8:10 
o'clock. I hope to see him here tomor
row morning at 8: 10. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. MORSE. For a question. 
Mr. CASE. Would the Senator object 

to my saying that one reason why I 
brought this matter up was in order that 
the Senator from Oregon might pay 
tribute to the Senator from Kansas, for 
if there is any credit to be given here, it 
should be shared by those who have oc
cupied the chair, including the junior 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLDWATER], 
who has just left the chair. Will the 
Senator also allow me to express my 
hope that the Senator from Oregon will 
take a little note of the fact that there 
are some Senators who may not have 

. the resiliency and the comeback quali
ties of the Senator from Kansas, and 
therefore will not make his remarks very 
lengthy this morning? 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to be able 
to accommodate the Senator from South 
Dakota. but I am always very frank and 
I am sure that is an accommodation 
I shall not be able to extend, because 
I know that no matter how long I talk. 
the Senator from South Dakota would 
think it was too long, and I am sure 
I could not possibly accommodate him 
by shortening my remarks. I shall con
tinue to speak until my captain says 
that the marching orders are such and 
such; then I shall follow those marching 
orders. 

I am also delighted to see the majority 
leader back in the Chamber with a 
change of tie, and after a shave. and 
in a very happy mood. It makes me feel 
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good to realize at least my speech has 
not driven my colleagues to an unshaven 
condition and a lack of desire to spruce 
up a bit. I think it has been highly 
desirable that it should have had this 
effect on the majority leader. Certainly 
it is not discouraging. · 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield for a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CARL
soN in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Oregon yield to the Senator from 
California? 

Mr. MORSE. l: yield for a question. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. The majority . 

leader will ask the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon whether he realizes that 
the majority leader has been in the 
Chamber most of the evening and during 
the morning while the Senator from 
Oregon has been speaking? 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, yes. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. And that the ma

jority leader was out of the Chamber 
for about half an hour, to get freshened 
up a bit? . 

Mr.· MORSE. That is why I am so 
happy about my speech, if it had the 
effect on the majority leader that he 
would desire to stay here, and then would 
desire to get freshened up at this time. 
I think that, under these circumstances, 
this speech is one of the most successful 
speeches I have ever. made. ILaughter.J 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield to me? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. CASE. In view of the oft-pro

claimed independence of the Senator 
from Oregon, will he now identify the 
captain under whose marching orders he 
is proceeding this morning? 

Mr. MORSE. I suggested, earlier in 
my speech today, that I would be de
lighted to enlist in the rear ranks of the 
army under the captaincy or general
ship of the distinguished Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. HILL] or the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE]. I 
have urged them to take the leading 
position in this band, and to stand under 
the motto, "It Shall Not Pass." 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. ERVIN. I wish to ask my dis

tinguished friend, the Senator from Ore
gon, whether the army of which he is 
speaking is engaged in a gas attack. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, I think it is a gas 
attack-but one that is permissible un
der the Geneva rules. We are not vio
lating any of the Geneva international 
rules regarding parliamentary warfare, 
but the Senator from North Carolina 
may be very sure that we are trying to 
be very humane to the prisoners, and we 
keep the doors swinging, so they can go 
or come as they choose. We do not urge 
them to be here for quorum calls, but we 
extend to them complete liberty to go or 
come, as they wish. I do not think the 
Senator from North Carolina would find 
any group of men conducting a parlia
mentary war, more considerate of the 
enemy, but more determined to beat the 
enemy, than this particular group. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield for another 
question? 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, always for a ques
tion. 

Mr. ERVIN. I want the Senator from 
Oregon to believe me when I say that I 
have found his speech so stimulating 
that it has robbed me of my capacity to 
sleep. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I cannot 
begin to tell the disinguished jurist from 
North Carolina how much I appreciate 
that. As a lawyer I know -something 
about his record as a very able jurist; 
and when he came to this body, he had 
an unknown admirer here before he ever 
stepped through the portals. And now 
to have him tell me that he has found 
sufficient interest in my speech, to rob 
him of his sleep-oh, Mr. President, that 
is almost too much for me to take. 
First the majority leader spruced up, 
after being with me almost all night; and 
now tlie Senator from North Carolina 
tells me that my speech has interested 
him so much that he cannot sleep; and 
now I am honored by the presence of the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr.YoUNG], 
who was with me most of the night dur
ing the debate on the tidelands bill, and 
gave me encouragement then; in fact, I 
always had the feeling that I was get
ting a great deal of sympathetic under
standing from the Senator from North 
Dakota during the tidelands bill debate, 
just as I am now, when I am thinking 
of what will happen to the North Dakota 
boys and girls 100 or 200 years from now, 
if this terrible bill is passed. His very 
presence, I say very sincerely, and good 
naturedly, is a great inducement to me 
to continue-which I shall do, I repeat, 
until my captains give me my marching 
orders. 

PRECEDENT FOR ALL COMMISSIONS? 

I was saying, Mr. President, that per
haps, too, we should consider the pos
sibility of creating an official spokesman 
for each commission. Atomic energy 
certainly has created some unique prob
lems, but I do not see why it requires 
that the Atomic Energy Commission, 
alone among all Government agencies, 
should have an official spokesman. If 
an official spokesman is necessary for the 
Atomic Energy Commission, or even 
merely desirable, why not for other com
missions, too? Should not we provide 
an official spokesman for the Interstate 
Commerce Commision and the Federal 
Trade Commission, to say nothing of the 
Federal Power Commission, the National 
Capital Planning Commission, the Na· 
tional Security Training Commission. 
the Securities and Exchange Commis
sion, the South Pacific Commission, the 
Federal Communications Commission, 
the Civil Service Commission, the Carib
bean Commission, the Inter-American 
Tropical Tuna Commission, and the In
dian Claims Commission? And how 
about the spokesman for the Tariff Com
mission, the War Claims Commission, 
the International Joint Commission, the 
International Pacific Salmon Fisheries 
Commission, the International Bound
ary Commissions, and the Commission 
of Fine Arts? 

The Commission on the Organization 
of the Executive Branch of the Govern
ment-the Hoover Commission-would 
be the ideal agency to consider the ques
tion of whether or not an official spokes
man is a necessary adjunct to a Federal 
commission. Mr. Hoover himself sent 
some personal comments on organization 
of the Joint Committee on Atomic En
ergy during its hearings; but these were 
only his personal views, inasmuch as the 
Commission has not reported on the 
Atomic Energy Commission, and the law 
creating the Hoover Commission did not 
designate Mr. Hoover, or anyone else, as 
official spokesman. 

And if . the official spokesman is useful 
to a commission, or even flattering to its 
chairman, consideration should certain
ly be given to creating an official spokes
man-or perhaps several-for each ex
ecutive department and the various 
other Federal agencies. 

IS THE LANGUAGE SUPPOSED TO BE USELESS? 

It may be that the proposed language 
in section· 21 of the bill simply means 
that when the Chairman appears before 
the committee of the Congress or com
municates with the Congress and with 
Government agencies and with the pub
lic, he is to be considered an official 
spokesman for the Commission. That 
has always been considered to be the 
case in Congress, and I am sure that 
everyone else has taken the same view. 
If this is all that the -term "offidal 
spokesmen" means, then it seems some
what superfluous to give this obvious 
formal confirmation in an already com
plex and lengthy piece of legislation. In 
a bill that occupies 104 printed pages, we 
should certainly not hestitate to remove 
any unnecessary phrases. 

THREAT TO EQUAL STATUS OF COMMISSION 
MEMBERS 

There is a more compelling reason, 
however, for removing this phrase from 
the bill. It is simply that there is a 
very real danger to the labeling of one, 
lone officer as the official spokesman for 
a vast Federal agency. If we name the 
Chairman as the official spokesman for 
the Atomic Energy Commission, what of 
the other Commissioners and officials 
of the Commission? Are they unofficial 
spokesmen, or are they being told indi
rectly to keep their peace? 

The same section of the bill which 
would adorn the Chairman with the des
ignation of official spokesman also states: 

Each member of the Commission, includ
ing the Chairman, shall have equal responsi
bility and authority in all · decisions and 
actions of the Commission and shall have 
one vote. 

This fundamental statement of prin
ciple that each member of the Commis
sion "shall have equal responsibility and 
authority in all decisions and actions of 
the Commission" is in direct conflict 
with the designation of only one mem
ber, the Chairman, as official spokes
man. Certainly the utterances of an of
ficial spokesman are actions, if not ac
tual decisions, of the Commission. 

The present law, the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1946, which the bill now under 
consideration would amend. not only 
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does not provide for an official spokes .. 
man, but it makes virtually no distinc .. 
tion between the Chairman and the 
other members of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. It says only, "The Presi .. 
dent shall designate one member as 
Chairman." 

Recent events have tended to demon .. 
strate the need for spelling out the status 
of the Chairman and the other members, 
and I believe that the proposed lan
guage providing "equal responsibility and 
authority in all decisions and actions" . 
does this admirably. But there is no 
room under ''equal responsibility. and au
thority in all decisions and actions" for 
a single, lone official spokesman. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. GORE. Is not the executive au

thority over the management, functions, 
and policy of the Atomic Energy Com
mission to be found in the action of a 
majority vote of the members of the 
Commission? . 

Mr. MORSE. That is my view. 
Mr. GORE. Will the Senator turn to 

page 10 of the bill, the bottom line, and 
1·ead to the Senate the specific invest
ment of authority? 

Mr. MORSE. It reads as follows: 
Action of the Commission shall be deter

mined by a majority vote of the members 
present. The Chairman (or Acting Chair
man in the absence of the Chairman) 
shall be the o1ficial spokesman of the Com
mission--

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
f;enator yield there? 
· Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 

Mr. GORE. Is not the bill from which 
the Senator has just read a verbatim 
statement of the present law? 

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. 
Mr. GORE. Then is not the Chair

man of the Commission designated as 
the spokesman for the majority of the 
Commission? 

Mr. MORSE. That is my judgment. 
Mr. GORE. Does the junior Senator 

from Oregon read into that language the 
right of the President of the United 
States to override the majority of the 
Commission? 

Mr. MORSE. That is what I fear. 
Mr. GORE. Does the Senator read in 

the law any investment of authority 
to do so? 

Mr. MORSE. Not a single word, in 
my judgment, justifies the assumption 
of such authority. 

Mr. GORE. Does the distinguished 
junior Senator from Oregon know of an 
independent agency of the Government 
which occupies a position in- the law of 
greater distinction and clarity as an 
independent agency than the Atomic 
Energy Commission? 

Mr. MORSE. I do not know of any. 
Mr. GORE. Did the Senator read, or 

hear read, the comment of the Presi .. 
dent yesterday at a press conference to 
the effect that he did not regard the 
Atomic Energy Commission as an inde .. 
pendent agency in the sense of the ICC 
or the FCC? 

Mr. MORSE. I read it, and I was very 
much disappointed in his statement. 

Mr. GORE. It is to be assumed, then, 
from the Senator's statement, that he is 
wholly in disagreement? 

Mr. MORSE. Completely. That is 
why I am offering an amendment to make 
crystal clear that the old and sound 
American democratic principle of ma
jority rule shall prevail in the Atomic 
Energy Commission. I dQ not want, by 
any disguised language, by any indirec
tion, by any subterfuge, or by any sleeper 
clause, a veto power, direct or indirect, 
to be placed in the hands of the Chair
man of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
I think the Ameri~an people are entitled 
to have the Atomic Energy Commission 
operate on the basis of majority-vote 
rule. I am sufficiently familiar with the 
way commissions and executive depart
ments operate to know that it is always 
a dangerous thing, under the guise of an 
administrative power, to vest in one man 
the authority to determine policy in any 
field, particularly one so vital to the wel
fare of the people as the atomic-energy 
field. I shall urge adoption of the 
amendment which I shall propose at the 
appropriate time, and which I am dis
cussing in this part of my speech in the 
hope that the Senate will see fit to place 
this check upon the Chairman of the 
Commission. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. GORE. Does the able Senator. 

learned lawyer that he is, agree that the 
general rule of construction is that a 
specified power operates to exclude pow-
ers not specified and conferred? . 

Mr.· MORSE. That is an elementary 
rule of statutory construction. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. GORE. I hope the Senator re

alizes-or perhaps the Senator will re
alize-that what to the able junior Sen
ator from Oregon is an elementary rule 
may be the higher of learning for the 
junior Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. MORSE. No. The junior Sen
ator from Tennessee does himself a great 
injustice. I would that I felt that I had 
comparable knowledge to that of the 
Senator from Tennessee in a great many 
fields, including the field of law. I have 
watched the Senator from Tennessee 
since he has been in the Senate, and I 
mean no flattery when I say to him that 
I have great admiration for the brilli
ancy of his mind and for the great store
house of knowledge he has tucked away 
in his head. I wish to say to him also 
that I consider it a great honor to be as .. 
sociated with him in the fight in oppo .. 
sition to this bill. As I said during his 
absence a few moments ago, I am simply 
a private soldier in the rear ranks of the 
army, which I hope will have many en .. 
listments in it-the parliamentary army 
under the generalship of the Senator 
from Tennessee and the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. HILL]. 

Going back to the question of the un .. 
desirability of having an "official spokes .. 
man" for this Commission, indeed, the 
whole idea of one, single "official spokes .. 
man" smacks of something alien not only 
to the concept of a five-member com .. 

mtsston, but to our entire spirit and 
method of operating governmental agen
cies. I do not think it is mere coinci
dence or lack of ingenuity that accounts 
for the fact that the Congress has never 
before provided Federal agencies with 
formally designated "official spokesmen." 
Rather it is because we cherish free 
speech and abhor censorship. Certainly, 
we recognize that when a high official 
of an agency speaks, it is with greater 
authority than when a subordinate 
speaks, at least insofar as the policies of 
the agency are concerned. But we do 
not believe in saying that even subordi
nates shall not speak. 

To set up a Commission of 5 members 
with "equal responsibility and authority'' 
and then say that only 1 shall speak for 
the 5 is so foreign to our democratic 
processes as to be ridiculous. Not only 
is the designation of the Chairman as 
"official spokesman" an implied censor
ship of the other Commissioners, but it 
also threatens to censor the Congress. 
Are Committees of the Congress to ac
cept as "official" only that .testimony re
ceived from the Atomic Energy Commis
sion's "official spokesman"? Nor is this 
problem to be considered remote or un
likely. The hearings on this piece of 
legislation and on this very section in 
the bill included conflicting testimony by 
members of the Commission. 

It brings to mind, Mr. President, what 
would happen if this doctrine were ap
plied to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Today 
we have a Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. I certainly am glad that Ad
miral Radford is not the official spokes
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in the 
sense that by any legislative designation 
as such, any of his comments would have 
any special official status, because we 
know that for many months past there 
has been a division within the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and a majority of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff have not shared Ad
miral Radford's enthusiasm for armed 
intervention in Indochina. In fact, I 
think that illustrates very well the point 
I wish to make. Be on guard against 
vesting in this man any special authority 
under the label "official spokesman.'' 

I think it is very fortunate that we 
have recognized, in the conduct of our 
military affairs, that, after all, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff is exactly that. It is the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. We Senators and 
Representatives, as Members of Con
gress, want to know, when we come to 
military questions, what the point of 
view is of each member of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. Certainly it would not 
be in the best interests of America if the 
Chief of Staff had any direct or indirect 
veto authority over the other Chiefs of 
Staff. 

I reiterate: Watch out for this gim
mick. Watch out for it. In my judg. 
ment, it·is bad administrative policy, and 
we should see to it that the bill is rid of 
it before it is passed. 

CONTRADICTIONS IMPLICIT XN "OFFXCIAL 
SPOKESMAN" PROVISION 

The committee's report on the bill 
(S. Rept. No. 1699) says: 

The Chairman is gl ven the task of being 
the official spokesman for the Commission 
(which does not ban the holding or expres• 
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sion of separate or dissenting views by any 
member). 

The parentnetical attempt to justify 
the creation of a new and alien creature 
of Federal agency organization-the 
"official spokesman"-apparently reflects 
the haste which has marked the formu-
lation of this legislation. · 

Neither this legislation nor any other 
of any Congress, nor any other act by 
any authority anywhere at any time, is 
ever certain to ban the holding of dis
senting views by human beings. What 
this legislation is likely to do, despite the 
parentheticai assurance of the report, is 
to discourage or hamper the expression 
of separate or dissenting views. 

It sets up 9. sort of chain of command 
notion; it se1s up a sort of caste system 
within the Commission. 

If, as this bill now provides, the Chair
man is the Commission's official spokes
man, what is the lot of the Commissioner 
with separate or dissenting views. He 
may well feel that in a Commission with 
an official spokesman, it is not for him to 
speak. Or, if he does speak, can he com
mand the audience or expect the con
sideration which will go with the title' 
of official spokesman? He cannot-that 
is, he cannot if the title of official spokes
man has any meaning. If it does not 
have any meaning, why use it? This is. 
an interesting way, as I see it, of using a 
title, of using a label as a device for 
creating a psychological position of 
superiority which will cause those asso
ciated with him to feel that they are 
under him; to feel that their responsi
bility is not equal, as the bill is now 
phrased, but that, after all, they are more 
or less advisory to the official spokesman. 

Perhaps what the report's brief ex
planation was trying to say was this: We 
are providing for a Commission of 5 
equals only the Chairman will be more 
equal than the other 4 Commissioners. 

The amendment which I am proposing 
would eliminate the term "official spokes
man" for the Chairman of the Commis
sion, thereby correcting a contradiction 
in the bill. It is simply not possible to 
have five Commissioners with equal re
sponsibility and authority and then give 
one of them the title and potentially 
large-albeit, undefined in the bill
power of official spokesman. · · 

The magnitude of the peril which could 
result from cloaking the Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission with paten-· 
tially vast new influence as official 
spokesman of the Commission has been 
underlined in the debate of the past few 
days. We have heard how the Commis
sion, which has a tremendous burden in 
the atomic energy field, has been thrust 
into the saddle as a purchaser of con
ventionally generated power for the Ten
nessee Valley Authority. 

The present electric power situation, 
involving TV A as well as AEC, clearly 
shows the wisdom of providing for an 
Atomic Energy Commission of five equals, 
all free to speak their views, and none 
with special privilege or title. 

Thus far, I have purposely avoided 
mentioning an important phase of the 
consideration of this section of the bill, 
because it has seemed to me that the 
underlying principles which I have been 

discussing are, after all, of primary im
portance. 
SUBSTITUTE FOR EARLIER "PRINCIPAL OFFICER" 

PROVISION 

An earlier version of the present bill 
provided that the Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission would be 
designated as the Commission's "prin
cipal officer." This was dropped by the 
authors of the present bill, but only after 
the "principal officer" provision had been 
the subject of extensive and sharply con
flicting testimony before the joint com
mittee. 

In fact, when the public knowledge of 
the use -of the label "principal officer'' be
came broadcast, there were critical dis
cussions in the Senate by a considerable 
number of the Members of the Senate, 
forewarning, at that very early date, of 
the danger of having one member of the 
Commission set apart from the other 
members of the Commission, and given a 
special title, as "principal officer," or, as 
is now proposed, "official spokesman." 
Although a great deal has been written 
about this matter in newspapers and 
elsewhere, the best summary of the com-· 
mittee's hearings on this subject and the· 
issues which developed is contained in 
the separate views published in the com
mittee report accompanying the present 
bill. . . 

I ask that section 4 of the separate 
views beginning on page 109 of Senate 
Report No. 1699, be inserted in the 
RECORD at this point. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? The Chair hears none, and it is 
so ordered. 

Section 4 of the separate views is as 
follows: 

4. PLACING AEC CHAmMAN ON PEDESTAL 

In considering legislation which proposes 
a complete overhaul of the McM;ahon Act, 
our joint committee might well have under
taken a systematic review of all phases of 
the Atomic Energy Commission's organiza- · 
tion and management. This it did not do. 
The committee's interest in the management. 
of the atomic energy program was directed 
mainly to a proposal to make the chairman 
of the Commission its "principal officer." 
Seemingly innocuous and trivial at first, 
this proposal has opened up issues of such 
gravity and importance that it merits 
extended discussion. 

Why the sponsors of the pending btll 
desired to elevate by statutory prescription 
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com
mission, it is difficult to say. Under the 
McMahon Act, basic authority to administer 
the atomic-energy program was vested in a 
five-man commission responsible for im
portant policy decisions. The act also pro
vided for a General Manager to whom the 
Commission could delegate "executive and· 
administrative" functions. The General 
Manager is the Commission's director of 
operations, responsible for day-to-day ad
ministration. 

This organizational arrangement, which 
brings to bear the collective Judgment of 
the 5-man Commission on crucial matters 
in the atomic-energy program, while center
ing in 1 officer the responsibility for direct-: 
ing its farflung operational activities, ap
pears to be well conceived and conducive to 
good administration. Three of the 5 Com
missioners testified as to its efficacy. The 
General Manager gave a clear and explicit 
statement of his duties and relationship to 
the Commission. No important evidence 
had ever been brought before the joint com-

mittee ·to indicate that the · organizational
arrangement was unsatisfactory and should 
be altered by law. 

Nevertheless, Chairman Strauss appeared 
before the joint committee to ask for addi
tional authority in the Chairman's office. 
He disavowed any responsibility for orig
inating the "principal officer" proposal, 
suggested that the Chairman's role should 
be defined more precisely than by the simple 
designation "principal officer." Mr. Strauss 
rested his argument on the recommendations 
of the first Hoover Commission that the 
chairmen of certain regulatory commissions 
be made responsible for carrying on the 
executive and administrative tasks of these 
commissions. 

Since Mr. Strauss relied so heavily on 
the Hoover Commission report, it is well to 
emphasize that the Atomic Energy Commis
ston (hardly more than a year old when the 
Hoover Commission started to work) spe
cifically was excluded from the Hoover 
Cominission studies on independent regula
tory commissions. 

The Task Force Report on Regulatory 
Commissions (appendu N), upon which the 
Hoover Commission based its report, states 
at page 3: 

"Although the Atomic Energy Commission 
has certain regulatory powers and is an inde
pendent commission, it has been excluded 
partly because so large a part of its work is 
operational, and partly because so many of 
its problems appear to be unique." 

Again the task force report states at 
page 29: 

"To avoid-misunderstanding, we emphasize 
that our examination has been limited to the 
regulatory commissions; we have not made 
any study of primarily operating commis
sions such as the Atoinic Energy Cominission 
and the Tennessee Valley Authority, both of 
which combine a governing board with an 
executive official to manage the operations 
of the agency. Consequently we do not in
tend to imply any judgment on such an 
organization for these purposes." 

The statements we have quoted make it 
clear and certain that the first Hoover Com
mission's recommendations concerning reg
ulatory commissions in general were not 
intended to apply to the Atomic Energy 
Commission in particular. Mr. Hoover has 
expressed his personal opinion in a telegram 
to Chairman Cole that the general recom-· 
mendations are applicable to the Atomic 
Energy Commission, but there is no warrant 
for that opinion in the .reports of the Hoover 
Commission. Whether the decision of that 
group not to study the organization of the 
Atomic Energy Commission was based on 
"security reasons," as Mr. Hoover asserts, or 
on the unique and largely operational char
acter of the agency, as the task force re
ported, the fact remains that the Atomic 
Energy Commission was not studied. 

In an effort to bring the Atomic Energy 
commission within the organization pattern 
which the Hoover Commission recommended 
for regulatory commissions generally, Mr. 
Strauss maintained in his testimony that 
the relationship of Chairman and General 
Manager in the Atomic Energy Commission 
is analogous to that of chairman and execu
tive officer in the recommended organization 
of regulatory commissions. This analogy is 
inaccurate and misleading. 

The Hoover Commission task force re
garded the executive officer as the designee 
of the chairman, working under the chair
man's active direction, speaking in his name, 
reporting to him exclusively, taking from 
him the burden of routine administrative 
detail but keeping away from the policy 
matters which are the business of the Com
mission itself (see Task Force Report on Reg
ulatory Commissions, appendix N, pp. 47-48). 
In other words, the executive officer is the 
chairman's helper in discharging day-to-day 
administrative duties which the task force 
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proposed to be vested in the chairman of. the 
regula tory commis8ion. 

Under the law governing the Atomic 
Energy Commission, the General Manager 
enjoys a much more important position than 
that of Chairman's helper. He receives a 
salary of $20,000 per annum, equal to that 
of the Chairman and exceeding by $2,000 
that of each other Commissioner. He per· 
forms "executive or administrative" duties 
delegated by the whole Commission, whereas 
the executive officer, in Mr. Strauss' analogy, 
would be merely carrying out such duties 
vested in the Chairman. 

The anomalous situation that would be 
created by increasing the Chairman's statu· 
tory authority is highlighted by Mr. Hoover's 
suggestion that the phrase "principal officer" 
be clarified by substituting "administrative 
and executive authority." Precisely this 
authority now is vested by law in the Gen· 
eral Manager by delegation from the 
Commission as a whole. 

Commissioner Smyth, in his testimony 
before the joint committee, pointed out 
cogently that to give the Chairman greater 
administrative authority implied that he 
should assume the functions of the General 
Manager who has been responsible, since 
the establishment of the Commission, for 
day-to-day administration of the Commis· 
sian's business and staff. "If the Chairman 
were to become the senior administrative 
officer of the Commission, with the General 
Manager as his deputy," Commissioner 
Smyth observed, "the essential purpose of 
our commission form of organiZ2tion would 
be defeated." It was his judgment that in 
such a case "the other Commissioners would 
be left uninformed and essentially without 
function" (hearings, pt. II, p. 785). 

To accept Mr. Strauss' analogy for the 
Atomic Energy Commission could only mean 
that 1 of 2 alternative developments would 
ensue: either the General Manager would 
be reduced in status and authority to a 
mere executive assistant of the Chairman; 
or else a straight line of authority or "chain 
of command" would be created, running 
from the Chairman as "principal officer" to 
the General Manager in his present posi· 
tlon as directing officer of operations, with 
the four other Commissioners being shunted 
aside. Under any E.Uch arrangement, to use 
the expression of Commissioner Zuckert, 
"you would have a Chairman and four jun· 
lor grade Commissioners." The Commission 
would be maintained in form, but there 
would be one-man administration in sub· 
stance. 

Although Mr. Strauss said he retained a 
preference for the commission form of or· 
ganization in the .atomic energy field, his 
conviction was a half-hearted one; a sub· 
stantial portion of his testimony on this 
matter was given over to the argument that 
"you can't operate a large business by com· 
mittee." In this approach he had the back· 
ing of one Commissioner, Joseph Campbell, 
the newest appointee. Mr. Campbell, it ap· 
peared, was not quite sure what his duties 
were as AEC CommisEJ.oner or whether a 
Commission even was necessary; he was "not 
sold" on the commission form of organiza· 
tion and wanted a "more coherent chain of 
command." Adding up the testimony of 
Messrs. Strauss and Campbell leaves the net 
impresEJ.on that they have little use for the 
commission form of organization but that 
they are not quite ready to say so. 

A year ago, when President Eisenhower 
designated Mr. Strauss to be Chairman of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, the New 
York Times in an editorial warmly ap· 
plauded the choice and made this observa· 
tion about the agency Mr. Strauss was to 
head: 

"The Atomic Energy Commi&Sion Is prob
ably the most important technical body in 
the world today. It commands intellectual, 
financial, and industrial resources of un· 
precedented magnitude. Its power is im• 

mense, its decisions have an influence which 
is far reaching. For those reasons .it has re
sponsibilities that far transcend those of 
other Government agencies, except those that 
are concerned with national defense and 
with foreign affairs." 

That editorial statement is enough to sug· 
gest why the Congress placed the manage
ment and direction of the atomic energy pro· 
gram in a five-man commission. The under· 
taking is vast, the responsibilities great, and 
there is still much pioneering work to do, 
as Commissioners Smyth and Zuckert em
phasized before the Joint Committee. A 
commission, the latter said, would make 
surer progress in charting the tasks ahead 
"than a line organization of the kind that 
builds bridges, fights wars, or sells tooth· 
paste." 

Similarly, the Joint Committee reported 
after its extended investigation of the 
atomic energy program in 1949: 

"The framers of the McMahon Act deliber· 
ately established a five-man directorate, 
rather than a single administrator, to con
trol our atomic enterprise for the very pur· 
pose of assuring that diverse viewpoints 
would be brought to bear upon issues so far 
reaching as those here involved (81st Cong., 
1st sess., Rept. No. 1169, p. 81) ." 

Therefore we are deeply disturbed at the 
indications that the Atomic Energy Com· 
mission is disintegrating as a commission 
under the chairmanship of Mr. Strauss. 
Three of five Commissioners, Mr. Smyth, an 
eminent scientist; Mr. Murray, an expe· 
rienced businessman; and Mr. Zuckert, an 
able public administrator, registered their 
concern with the Joint Committee over the 
increasing centralization of authority in the 
Chairman. They urged the Congress to resist. 
this tendency, and expressed the fear that 
the designation of the Chairman as "prin· 
cipal officer" would only accelerate it. We 
agree with them, and we will not support 
any statutory provision which reinforces the 
dominance of the Chairman to the detri· 
ment of the Commission as a whole. 

The committee decided to strike "principal 
officer" from section 21 of the b111, and the 
phrase does not appear in the final version, 
H. R. 9757. The committee also wrote Ian· 
guage into that section specifying that each 
Commissioner "Ehall have equal authority 
and responsibility." However, the Chair· 
man's position was singled out by the fol· 
lowing language: 

"The Chairman (or the Acting Chairman 
in the absence of the Chairman) shall be 
the official spokesman of the Commission 
in its relations with the Congress, Govern· 
ment agencies, persons or the public, and, 
on behalf of the Commission, shall see to 
the faithful execution of the policies and 
decisions of the Commission, and shall re· 
port thereon to the Commission from time 
to time or as the Commission may direct." 

This particular phraseology apparently 
represents an attempt to write into law part 
of an informal description of the Chair· 
man's role which Commissioner Smyth pre· 
sented to the committee. So far as we know, 
this is the first time a Federal statute pro
poses to give the chairman of a commission 
formal status as "official spokesman." What· 
ever the legal effect of this phrase, we be· 
lieve it would be a mistake to pin down by 
law the Chairman's accepted . position as 
chief spokesman of the agency. 

Designating the Chairman as "official 
spokesman" and obliging him "to see to the 
faithful execution of the policies and deci· 
sions of the Commission," are either redun· 
dant or a roundabout way of granting him 
the additional authority he seeks. If redun· 
dant, as Commissioner Smyth pointed out 
in connection with the "principal officer•• 
proposal, the wording had best be eliminated. 
It does not appear in the McMahon Act and 
its inclusion now would be construed as· 
meaningful since the Congress cannot be 
assumed to legislate for idle or trivial rea.-

sons. If the -language is not redundant, this 
is a grant of new authority which, uncer .. 
tain though its dimensions, conflicts with 
the "equal authority and responsiblllty" of 
the other Commissioners and overlaps or 
replaces the authority and responsibility of 
the General Manager. 

Mr. MORSE. In connection with the 
ruling upon this matter, the junior 
Senator from Oregon is delighted to 
have the Vice President honor him w1th 
his presence in the chair, as we go for
ward with the discussion on this very 
important piece of legislation. 

The separate views also point up the 
problem of spelling put the duties and 
responsibilities of the Chairman as op
posed not only to the other four "equal" 
members of the Commission but also to 
the authority and activity which has 
been assigned to· the General Manager. 
The amendment which I am proposing 
would remove the unprecedented and 
mischievous "official spokesman" pro
vision. 

While this amendment relates only 
to a single sentence in this lengthy bill 
and admittedly does not pose, at least 
on th~ surface, issues of the gravity of 
those raised by some other provisions of 
the bill, I believe that adoption of this 
amendment is necessary to provide for 
effective administration of the atomic 
energy program and to avoid trouble
some and costly disputes in the future. 

The amendment is necessary and de
sirable because of the demonstrated 
propensity of the current Chairman to 
arrogate special powers which have not 
been expressly conferred. 

It strikes me as odd that the majority 
of the joint committee has demon
strated so much concern over the inde· 
pendent or semi-independent status of 
the AEC Chairman. For it has shown 
no concern over the Commission's in
dependence from dictation by the Bu
reau of the Budget and the White House. 
Indeed, elevation of the Chairman, who 
was one of the two minority members in 
the Dixon-Yates case, at the possible 
expense of those who oppose the deal 
might be construed as disciplinary 
action, however described and explained. 

Certainly, the provision of the bill, 
which the proposed amendment would 
strike, does not contribute to the inde· 
pendence of this sensitive Commission. 
It threatens to do the opposite and 
should be eliminated. 

Mr. President, for the benefit of the 
public, I wish to summarize this part of 
my speech, as I did the first section of 
the speech. I have pointed out that the 
language of the bill which creates the 
Chairman as the official spokesman of 
the CommissioL sets a very bad prece
dent; a bad precedent from the stand
point of administration, a bad precedent 
from the standpoint of vesting too much 
power in the Chairman of the Commis
sion; a bad precedent because I think it 
runs a risk of creating an administrative 
situation, whereby the Chairman will 
come to develop, if it is not intended that 
he should, an indirect or a direct veto 
power. I am against a veto power in the 
Commission. I want the American peo
ple to understand that I think it is very 
much in their interest to inSist that the 
sound American democratic principle of 
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majority rule should prevail in the 
Atomic Energy Commission; that we 
back up the meaning of the language in 
the McMahon Act that the Commission
ers shall be equal-shall be Commission
ers with equal responsibility-by not 
elevating, over other members, one mem
ber called the Chairman, and designat
ing him as "official spokesman." 

We are dealing here, I recognize, with 
a problem of administration which the 
American people, at first glance, might 
not think is very significant. It is of the 
utmost significance, however. Why do I 
say that? Because, Mr. President, the 
American people cannot separate their 
substantive rights from their procedural 
rights. The American people must al
ways recognize that in the administra
tion of government, their rights are de
pendent, in no small measure, upon the 
administrative procedures in accordance 
with which administrative officials must 
act. 

One of the constant abuses of ad
ministration that we always have to 
watch for is the abuse of arbitrary, ca
pricious discretion. Watch out for it. 

I will pause long enough to welcome 
my good friend the senior Senator from 
Utah [Mr. WATKINs]. I am very happy 
to see him here so early in the morning. 
I always feel more comfortable when his 
legal mind is at work, either behind me, 
alongside of me, or in front of me. I am 
sure he will be appreciative, being the 
great lawyer and ex-judge that he is, of 
the soundness of the point that I am now 
making; and that is, if you want to 
protect the American people's substan
tive rights in the administration of any 
law you had better take a good long look 
at the procedural powers you vest in the· 
administrators who are going to carry 
out the law. 

Let me determine that; let me de
termine the power the administration is 
going to have. Let me write the pro
cedural part of a piece of legislation and 
I do not care very much what you write 
in by way of its substantive procedures. 
I say that, of course, by way of exaggera
tion to emphasize the point. But there 
is a point there that needs to be empha
sized, and that is that the substantive 
rights of any piece of legislation are 
dependent entirely upon the procedural 
power that is given to the administra
tors who carry out that law. And that 
is what we have got to get across to the 
American people as we stand in opposi
tion to this particular section of the bill. 
We have got to get them to see that 
what we are doing is fighting now before 
the evil develops, where we will have a 
preventive course of action. 

We are insistent that the principle 
of majority rule prevails on the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and that each Com-. 
missioner enjoys a position of equal re
sponsibility with the other four mem
bers of the Commission. 

·I repeat, if you do not follow that pre
ventive course of action, as sure as you 
are alive, this so-called officiaf spokes
man will become the vetoer of policy 
on the Atomic Energy Commission; he 
will be the policy determiner. It will be 
gradual; it is not going to happen sud
denly in a month, or 2 months, or in a 
few years, but eventually we are going 

to see that the other 4 Colnmissioners 
will be relegated to the position of being 
yes-men or advisers to the official spokes
men. That is the way bureaucracy 
works. That is the kind of arbitrary 
procedure and arbitrary discretion that 
I think the chairman can develop under 
this language. 

Mr. President, I have not said very 
much in this debate about the Dixon
Yates deal. The fact that some action 
has been taken by the Senate, in my 
judgment, does not make this a moot 
question, because, as I said, Mr. Presi
dent, I want the American people to un
derstand the very undesirable Jeatures 
of this bill. I think that with the pass
age of time there will be the votes here 
in the Senate equal to the two-thirds 
necessary to overrule a motion to lay on 
the table the motion to reconsider a 
vote. That is what I think will happen 
once the country becomes familiar with 
the bad features of this bill. 

So, for the record, I want to say a few 
things about the Dixon-Yates deal. 

The Dixon-Yates deal to disrupt the 
TV A power program is undoubtedly one 
of the most shocking operations I have 
seen in my experience in the Congress, 
and in the last year and a half I have 
seen some rough ones in the field of elec
tric power. 

I have been battling away against the 
Secretary · of the Interior in his give
away program; I have been warning the 
American people what he is up to; I 
have been trying · to point out that he 
is serving the private monopolies of the 
country; and I think one of the best 
indications of the type of administrator 
he is is the story that appears in today's 
Washington Post and Times Herald en
titled "Secretary McKay Denounces 
Kicking Around by Alaskans." I read: 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA, July 21.-"I just get 
sick and tired of being kicked around by 
Alaskans," Secretary of the Interior Douglas 
McKay told a group here yesterday who h~d. 
asked how the Territory could achieve state
hood. 

A perfectly sensible question to ask 
the Secretary of the Interior, I should 
think; a question that certainly did not 
call for the explosion they got because 
here is what the story goes on to say: 

The Secretary, here on a look-and-listen 
tour of this vast northern land, gave his 
audience six reasons and a tongue lashing 
in explaining why statehood had not been 
gained. 

"I'm for statehood," he told the members 
of the board of directors of . Operation State
hood, "but the President of the United States 
is the one who writes the policies for the 
executive department and I just work for 
him." 

A rather interesting concept--a very 
interesting concept. 

Somebody ought to tell the Secretary 
of the Interior that he works, first, for 
the American people; second, if we want 
to put it in terms of working, he works 
for the executive branch of the Govern
ment with the President at its head. 
But he also works for the Congress of 
the United States. 

A great many obligations fall upon 
him to carry out--duties in connection 
with the administration of the laws in 
respect to which he is directly responsible 

to the Congress of the United States. 
But it is the attitude that is expressed 
here--:.it is the attituqe that I want to 
call attention to-which bears on . the 
point I was making concerning what 
happens to these administrators when 
they are given too much power-what 
happens to these administrators when 
given power that is never contemplated 
by the Congress. 

I think this is a pretty shocking ex
hibition of dictatorial, arbitrary, tyran
nical attitude on the part of the Secre
tary of the Interior. 

When he says he is for statehood, it 
sounds to me like what so many Repub
licans say: They are all for it--but. 
This time he is all for it, but he works 
for the President, says the Secretary up 
in Alaska. But we had come to believe 
that these Republicans were going to 
carry out the Republican platform, and 
the Republican platform did not say 
they were "for statehood for Alaska
but"; the Republican platform said they 
were for statehood for Alaska. 

That, of course, is what the Secretary 
of the Interior ought to recognize, that 
in his position he has the duty to advise 
the President; and if he is for statehood. 
he ought to be willing to stand for state
hood himself, irrespective of what the 
President's views are. 

Where do we get this idea? It is dan
gerous. You had better watch out. It 
is growing and developing in this coun
try, as I said smile hours ago when I 
was discussing the matter of exercising 
an honest, independent judgment on 
issues, this primary duty of keeping faith 
with one's conscience, this idea that ap
parently one has to bend the knee to 
some kind of a superior power irrespec
tive of what the facts are. 

I will tell you what we need, Mr. Presi
dent. We need increasing numbers of 
men in elective offices who are not afraid 
to be _defeated, who are willing to keep 
faith with their consciences, even though 
it may mean defeat. We need increas
ing numbers of men in appointive offices 
who are willing to walk out of office the 
moment after they stand for the dictates 
of their conscience and then find them
selves in irreconcilable disagreement 
with their superiors. This idea of buck
ling down, this idea of yielding, this very 
fallacious opinion that the administra
tion of government calls upon a man to 
sacrifice his convictions, is going to lead 
this Government of ours into sad days 
if the American people do not see to it 
that more men are elected and 'more men 
are appointed who do not bend the knee 
to that false notion of so-called party 
responsibility. 

But the Secretary of the Interior said 
to these Alaskans, these voteless Alas
kans, these second-class citizens who 
have to sit up there and take this kind 
of abuse from a Secretary of the In
terior, which they would not have to 
take if they had statehood-he went on 
to give these reasons why statehood leg
islation has been stymied: 

1. The President's opposition for defense 
reasons. 

If there was ever a phony reason for 
not recognizing statehood in Alaska, that 
is one. ~hose of us who favor statehood 
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for Alaska and for Hawaii feel that 
granting statehood would strengthen the 
defenses of our country. It would give 
to those Territories their elected omcials 
here in the Congress of the United States 
who would be able to bring to our at
tention on a representative basis the 
facts in regard to the defense needs of 
these Territories, and it would give them 
at home in their States a government 
and legislators and all the other elected 
omcials and appointed omcials who go 
along with a State. 

Talk about postponing statehood for 
Alaska for defense reasons. In my judg
ment there is no merit in that argument. 

The Secretary of the Interior went on 
to say: 

2. Alaskan opposition to partition of the 
Territory. 

Yes; some of the fishing interests, some 
of the canneries, some of the big lumber 
moguls, some of those selfish economic 
interests-they can better exploit the 
natural resources of Alaska under Terri
torial control with a very cooperative 
Secretary of the Interior such as McKay 
than they could under statehood. There 
is where the opposition to statehood 
comes from. 

Mr. President, the record is crystal 
clear. The overwhelming majority of 
the people favor statehood for Alaska. 
When I was on the Committee on Armed 
Services I went to Alaska with a sub
committee headed by the then Senator 
from Wyoming, Mr. Hunt. The other 
member of the committee to go with us 
was the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. SALTONSTALL]. 

For me, Mr. President, when we got 
through our hearings throughout the 
Territory at that time which took us over 
as far as Nome there was not any ques
tion about the fact that in every com
munity in which we went-and we 
listened to the grassroots of Alaska rep
resented by the rank and :file people of 
Alaska, the people want statehood. 

I want to say that the Secretary of the 
Interior is dead wrong; and if he quotes 
the President accurately, the President is 
dead wrong if they try to justify denial 
of statehood to Alaska on the ground of 
opposition to statehood within Alaska. 

The article goes on to give his third 
reason: 

3. Tying of the Alaskan and Hawaiian bills 
together. 

What an argument that is. What an 
argument that is for denying statehood 
to Alaska. That is really an argument 
of petulance-the President did not have 
his way up here, parliamentarily speak
ing. 

A majority of us felt that the two re
quests for statehood ought to be tied to
gether, and we so voted, and now we get 
the Secretary of the Interior going up 
and advising the people of Alaska by 
telling them that one reason that the 
President is opposed to giving them state
hood is because the elected representa
tives of a free people tied Alaska state
hood together with Hawaiian statehood. 

I want to say, Mr. President, that is a 
weak argument, an argument as weak as 
tissue paper, just as weak as tissue paper. 
That is what you call a very, very small 
one. That is what you call the absence 

or- argument. That is what you call try
ing to stir up ill feeling in Alaska toward 
the majority of us here in the Congress 
in tying these two bills together. That 
is real subversion. That is what you 
would have to call the undermining of 
the respect of people, the confidence of 
the people in the legislative branch of 
the Government where we are dealing 
with the subject of subversion. 

And then the fourth reason the Secre
tary of the Interior gives for the Presi
dent's opposition to statehood for Alas
ka-the opposition of some . Congress
men to admit the noncontiguous terri
tory applies also to Hawaii. No, but, Mr. 
President, we have spoken; the Senate 
voted. That argument was made, sure
ly, but it did not persuade a majority of 
us. So he digs up that old dead fish and 
advances it as a very weak rationaliza
tion in support of a very untenable posi
tion that the President has taken. 
Fifth, the belligerent attitude of the 
Alaskans. "The belligerent attitude of 
the Alaskans." What does that mean, 
"The belligerent attitude of the Alas
kans?" Does it mean that because the 
Republicans took a good sound trounc
ing in the Alaskan elections recently 
held, that that should deny them state
hood, because it showed a belligerency? 
All I want to say is that we need more 
belligerency like that. I commend them 
for that kind of belligerency. · 

But I think the Secretary of the In
terior makes himself ridiculous by seek
ing to place upon the President of the 
United States responsibility for denying 
statehood to Alaska on the ground that 
the President apparently does not like 
the belligerent attitude of the Alaskans. 
Have we really come to that in America? 

Really, Mr. President, the implications 
of that are just awful-and I use the 
word "awful" in its dictionary sense. 
The implications of that are dangerous. 
But does he mean-I repeat, does he 
mean that, just because the residents of 
the Territory got a little fed up before 
some people in this country got fed up 
with this administration, that creates 
a belligerency? Does it mean that that 
justifies this administration's denying 
them statehood? Well, just let that idea 
become understood by the American peo
ple, Mr. President, and you are going to 
see a lot more belligerency in this coun
try; they will follow the Alaskan exam
ple. 

And then this newspaper story goes on 
to say: 

He told the nonpartisan group he objected 
to their belligerent attitude toward Mem
bers of Congress-himself, Director of Ter
ritories William Strand, and other officials. 

Well, who does he think he is? He goes 
up there as a sort of stage-character 
tyrant and proceeds to give a tongue
lashing to the people of Alaska, by tell
ing them that be objected to their bel
ligerent attitude toward Members of 
Congress, himself, Director of Territories 
William Strand, and other officials. 
Well, who does he think he is? A young 
Hitler? Have we got to the point where 
free American citizens, even though they 
are second-class citizens in Alaska, are 

·not given the rights to vote that they 
ought to be given, have to take that kind 
of abuse from a Secretary of the Interior? 

And then the paper quotes him as say .. 
ing-you see, I am calling attention to 
this, Mr. President, because it is a pretty 
good example of what I am trying to 
point out about this matter of giving just 
too much unchecked power to adminis
trators of government; and one of the 
reasons why I think we had better check 
Mr. Admiral Strauss and this atomic 
energy bill, too; because he is another 
one of these fellows who show too much 
of a tendency, as McKay reacts. He 
said to these people in Alaska, "Your 
people's attitude, as· to change-get back 
down to earth, start acting like ladies 
and gentlemen." 

This is the Secretary of the Interior of 
the United States Government, talking 
to fellow citizens up in Alaska. It is an 
example of what I mean-the exercise 
of bigheadedness through arbitrary, 
capricious discretion, a bad taste and 
poor manner. 

The trouble with McKay is, he is au
tointoxicated by his own stupidity. 
That is why he is so frequently referred 
to as the "mental peanut." I know him. 
He used to be Governor of my State; and 
what a record of a goose egg unfertile 
he made. But you see, these little 
titles-give them high position far be
yond their capacity, and you get this 
kind of a blow-off that he gave to the 
people of Alaska. He says, "There is 
not one thing done by this administra· 
tion that you approve. A fine job has 
been done running the railroad. Does 
anyone give me credit, or Frank Kal
baugh-general manager of the Alaska 
railroad"? He said, "Reports that Alas· 
ka is being held ready for the Depart
ment of the Interior is just a bunch of 
horse feathers. I assure you," he said, 
"it would take away a lot of our head
aches if you got statehood tomorrow. I 
have no empire ambitions." 

He has not very many brains, either. 
That is obvious from that speech. Dis
graceful performance. Disgraceful per
formance-any omcial of' our Govern
ment going into a territory such as Alas .. 
ka, and heaping up that kind of abuse. 

Well, I have been very kind to him, 
but he does not deserve it, Mr. President; 
h~ does not deserve any kindness. I 
think when appointed omcials conduct 
themselves that way, elected omcials of 
the free people who are responsible to 
the ballot box should take them to task. 

Now, Mr. President, speaking of this 
Dixon-Yates deal, I am disturbed by 
more than the deal itself. I am deeply 
disturbed by what this debate has re
vealed to us about the nature of the man
agement of the Atomic Energy Commis
sion and the Bureau of the Budget. 

When nuclear material is used to cre
ate heat, it leaves a plutonium ash which 
is the stuff of which bombs are made. 

The burning debate over the Dixon
Yates deal has also left us an explosive 
residue. 

Three civilian members of the Atomic 
Energy Commission out of the five were 
against the Dixon-Yates deal. They 
have called it unauthorized, unbusiness· 
like and several other similar things. 
They were a majority of the Commission. 
They buckled under when the President 
cracked the whip over their supposedly 
independent heads but· the three· did 
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come before the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, state their position and 
explain why they opposed the deal. 

THE BUDGET BUREAU COST COMPARISONS 

There has been released, among other 
comparisons, a comparison of TV A 
power costs at Paducah, Ky. compared 
to the Dixon-Yates proposal. It shows 
that the Dixon-Yates costs will run 
$2,923 more than the TVA Paducah 
costs. It is put before the Joint Com
mittee by an AEC witness as the work of 
AEC and Budget Bureau experts. 

it sustains the position taken by the 
majority of the Commission against the 
Dixon-Yates contract. 

One might say, Mr. President, that 
these are administration witnesses. One 
might say, Mr. President, that when I 
cite these men I am citing the experts, 
Bureau of the Budget experts and AEC 
experts, who had the responsibility and 
the obligations of analyzing cost figures, 
and making a comparison; and this is 
their testimony. 

After the joint committee hearings 
were closed the Bureau of the Budget-
and this was weekend before last--re
leased a statement in defense of the deal. 

Accompanying that Budget Bureau 
statement is an analysis of the Dixon
Yates deal, compared to TV A costs at 
Paducah, which gives a completely dif
ferent and phony analysis. It is set 
forth in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
July 13, pages 10378 and following. 
It develops that this analysis was pre
pared at AEC and released by the Budget 
Bureau, although it varies from the pre
vious analysis which they submitted to 
the joint committee. The analysis arbi
trarily raises TVA coal costs to 19 cents 
per thousand B. t. u.'s, although the 
bona fide cost of coal to TV A at Pa
ducah is today 16.8 cents per thousand 
B. t. u.'s. That is what it has been since 
July 1. The fictitious coal cost results 
in a comparison which shows Dixon
Yates' proposal only $283,000 more ex
pensive than TVA costs at Paducah. 

Then, in the very next paragraph, 
the AEC tries to prove that the TVA 
is profiteering on them, and uses 15%
cent TV A coal cost--not its fictitious 
19 cents or the real 16.8 cents, but the 
15%-cent TVA cost to be effective in 
the future--to prove their case. They 
decide the case they want to prove; and 
I say most respectfully, Mr. President, 
it is perfectly clear that, on the matter 
of the fuel costs, they went out and 
selected an arbitrary figure that has no 
relationship to fact. This was no foot
note to the previous paragraph. It was 
a raw, indefensible choosing of figures 
to make the TV A look bad in both in
stances. The whole thing, which was 
called to our attention by Senator 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON last Thursday eve
ning, is statistically dishonest. It makes 
it appear that there is minority rule at 
the AEC, inasmuch as only two Commis
sioners have not opposed the deal. 

They appear to be not scrupulously 
accurate and careful men. They prove 
to be puffers and trimmers. If you do 
not like those words, look at the table 
at page 10379 of the REcoRD for Thurs
day, July 13, and then the paragraph im
mediately following. 

. The release of the table shows another 
thing. It shows that the views of the 
majority, civilian members of the Atomic 
Energy Commission have very little in
fiuence down there. They voted against 
this deal. But their Chairman . and 
their staff go right down the line propa
gandizing for it with spurious calcula
tions regardless of the majority. 

We should call the Chairman of the 
AEC, Admiral Strauss, the General Man
ager of AEC, General Nichols, and the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget be
fore an appropriate committee and make 
them tell us which of their analyses is 
correct-the first one submitted to Con
gress or the second one offered to the 
public. We should demand to know all 
the background of this second install
ment, who arranged for it and what 
mathematical genius devised the formu
la to get the misleading results. We 
ought to see if they have abandoned A
bombs and H-bombs for political P
bombs like this one. 

One of the major misfortunes or the 
Dixon-Yates mess is that it is so blatant 
and shocking in its implications, and 
traces back to such high sources, that it 
has blanketed great basic issues raised 
by the atomic energy bill. 

THE INDEPENDENCE OF THE AEC 

Likewise, the question of whether in
dependent agencies, whose members are 
confirmed by the Senate, are to continue 
to be independent, or can be pushed 
around like privates in the rear ranks, is 
a more basic issue than the "deal" itself. 
I am not discounting the serious effect 
of the Dixon-Yates deal, if it goes 
through. But what has happened to an 
independelft agency when the President 
can give it orders and the minority run 
the staff? 

How long will it be before the White 
House tells the Federal Power Commis
sion how to decide the Hells Canyon case 
or another like it? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield for a ques
tion? 

The VICE PRESIDENT.. Does the 
Senator from Oregon yield to the Sena
tor from Tennessee? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question, 
only. 

Mr. GORE. What is the essential dif
ference, if any, between the assumption 
of power to direct and order the Atomic 
Energy Commission in a management 
function or the assumption of power to 
do the same in the case of the Fed
eral Power Commission, the Federal 
Trade Commission, or any other inde
pendent agency? 

Mr. MORSE. There is no difference 
at all, and we must not tolerate such ac
tion. We must provide checks against 
it. After all, it can happen in the United 
States, and we can go too far down the 
road of granting unchecked power to the 
President of the United States-be he 
Dwight Eisenhower or any other Presi
dent--and his subordinate officials. In 
my judgment, that is exactly the road 
we travel if we begin to create precedents 
of this sort. I am opposed to it. I do 
not care whether the President who acts 
in that way is a Democrat or a Republi
can. In any case, I am opposed to giv-

ing any President of the United States 
the right to direct the making of such a 
contract, when a majority of the mem
bers of the Commission are opposed to it. 

Mr. President, there is another matter 
we have to clear up, too, because yester
day the President indicated at his press 
conference that he would have to follow 
the advice or views of his Attorney Gen
eral. But, as I understand, a relatively 
few days ago the Attorney General par
ticipated in a Meet-the-Press program; 
and at that time, in answer to a question 
put to him on the program, he said this 
matter had not been submitted to him. 
Of course, it is quite possible that the 
matter was submitted to him subsequent 
to that program; but the President had 
taken his adamant stand regarding the 
contract long before that program. If 
the matter has been submitted to the 
Attorney General, let us learn of it. I 
should like to see how the Attorney Gen
eral advised the President. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield again to ine, 
for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. GORE. Since the Senate voted 

last evening--
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield 

only for a question. 
Mr. GORE. This is a question. 
Mr. MORSE. Let me hear the begin

ning of it again, then, so I can be my 
own judge about that. 

Mr. GORE. Since the Senate last 
evening by yea-and-nay vote indicated 
its willingness to tolerate that assump-:
tion of power by Executive, and to over
rule the view of the majority of an in
dependent agency, contrary to law and 
contrary to precedent, does not the Sen
ator from Oregon agree with me that 
that makes it incumbent upon us to safe
guard every major provision of this act? 

Mr. MORSE. I completely agree. 
Let me suggest to my good friend, the 

Senator from Tennessee, that he would 
make me much less anxious in his cross
examination if he would use first, rather 
than last, the words "Does not the Sen
ator from Oregon agree?" Then I shall 
listen more carefully to the content of 
the question, rather than to wonder 
whether a question mark will finally 
come. Of course, the Senator from Ten
nessee knows I am having a little fun 
with him as I make that suggestion. 

Mr. GORE. Certainly. 
Mr. President, will the Senator from 

Oregon yield for another question? 
Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. GORE. Does not the junior Sen

ator from Oregon regard it as a proper 
preface to a question, to recognize the 
situation and the facts of life we face, 
and against which and in the light of 
which we must consider this bill? 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Ten
nessee is completely correct. What I 
really believe in my heart, and from the 
bottom of my heart, is that once we get 
through presenting to the American peo
ple the facts regarding this bill and the 
dangerous nature of the bill, so far as 
the public welfare is concerned, we shall 
see the sentiment of this Congress 
change. Once the American people come 
to realize what this bill will do to their 
best interests, I am satisfied we shall be 
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able to obtain some substantial modifi
cations in the bill. 

Mr. President, as I was about to ask, 
how long will it be before the Interstate 
Commerce Commission is told to "hike" 
freight rates? Such orders are only a 
step beyond the sort of order given the 
AEC and the TV A, and men who start 
usurping power seldom stop until they 
are stopped. 

Beyond that question, and of para
mount importance, are the basic issues 
raised in the Atomic Energy Act itself. · 

Mr. President, I wish I did not feel 
this way about the situation. I wish I 
had cause not to feel this way about it~ 
But my great fear of this administra
tion is that the President in his en
thusiasm-if we wish to term it such; 
and, of course, I wish to be as kind as 
possible-in his enthusiasm for going 
ahead with what he wishes to do, may 
continue and expand the type of action 
he took regarding the Dixon-Yates mat
ter. Of course, that would lead to gov
ernment by Executive mandate, so long 
as the Congress were to rubber-stamp 
it. I am in favor of stopping it now. 
I think the President made a horrendous 
mistake. I think it was a terrible mis
take, and I believe we must hold him 
responsible for it, and at this time must 
take a course of action that will dem
onstrate to him that we are not going to 
tolerate it and that we do not believe in 
having a President of the United States 
attempt to exercise that kind of arbi
trary power. I am satisfied that the 
American people will share that view, 
once they come to understand the impli
cations of the President's act. 
CONTRACT GIVEAWAY SMALL COMPARED TO BILL 

EFFECTS 

The little Dixon-Yates mess has di
verted our attention from a giveaway lit
erally thousands of times as big to a little 
one involving only $90 million or $137 
million of tax money to be thrown into 
a swamp in Arkansas, across the river 
from Memphis. The bill is a giveaway 
of such tremendous magnitude that in 
our generation we shall be unable to 
know its full extent. 

In fact, for 200 years to come it will be 
impossible to know the full extent of this 
giveaway. That is why I said earlier this 
morning that what we who oppose the 
bill really are dedicating ourselves to is 
a course of action here in the Senate 
which we believe is necessary to protect 
the economic rights and the very eco
nomic freedom of boys and girls to be 
born in the United States 200 years from 
now, because if we let a monopolistic 
combine get the stranglehold it will get, 
under the provisions of this bill, over the 
atomic electric-power producing centers 
of the Nation, we shall give that com
bine a complete throttle hold and 
stranglehold on the entire economy. 

I repeat that the experts tell us that 
if we wish to have constructed in various 
strategically located areas of the coun
try, in 12 regions, huge atomic-energy 
reactors costing from $200 million to 
$400 million, those reactors will have the 
potential and the capability of produc
ing the power that our economy needs 
and will need for generations to come. 
I! that is true, do not talk to me about 
private enterprise, Mr. President, but. 

instead, talk to me only in terms of pr·o
tecting private enterprise from that kind 
of monopolistic control; and ·do not use 
on me the old, bewhiskered argument 
that I have heard made on the floor of 
the Se:tate, namely, that tlie State regu
latory bodies can take care of the situ
ation. Mr. President, that is a laugh. 
Read the history of the attempts to con
trol through the so-called State regula
tory bodies. Their history is that the 
State regulatory bodies time and time 
again, all too frequently-with some 
notable exceptions-come under the con
trol and domination of the powerful 
monopolistic forces in their States; 
:State regulation h as not been the answer 
to protection of the consumers' interests 
in the whole matter of power develop
ment. The answer has been the public
power yardstick and a cooperative pro
gram, with the Federal Government 
wor!dng in cooperation with private util
ities and private enterprise in the respec
tive States; and with the Federal Gov
ernment building great, multiple-pur
pose dams; and with the private utilities 
building great, low-head dams; and with 
the two of them pooling into a common 
pool the power that is generated with 
the Government maintaining a competi
tive yardstick check upon the private 
monopoly, so that the consumers of the 
area will not have to pay tribute to a 
private monopoly-will not have to pay, 
through excessive electric rates, for the 
building of the dams to be owned by the 
private utilities after the power rates the 
consumers pay have, in turn, paid for 
the dams. 

Mr. President, Norris, La Follette, 
Johnson, Borah, and-yes-some great 
men still in the Senate, have conducted 
fights similar to the fight that is being 
made in the Senate at this time. 

Madam President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mrs. 

BowRING in the chair). The Senator 
from Orebon has the floor. 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, I do 
not wish to embarrass him by making 
any compl~mentary remarks which he 
might regard as flattery, because there 
is no flattery to it; but at this moment 
there sits on this :floor the great senior 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], who 
has had no small part to play in the de
velopment of the power program of the 
Nation. as it was developed under Norris 
and the others. There is the record. 

I say this case is so analogous to the 
:fight that Norris made, to the fight that 
was made when we developed this multi
purpose, self-liquidating, public-power
dam proposal and policy and program, 
that I feel compelled to go to the effort 
to which I am willing to go to focus 
attention on this bill, because I think 
the same checks, the safe safeguards, 
and the same basic policies should be 
written into this act. 

I think the people have a stake in the 
development of electric power through 
atomic energy. We must protect that 
right. Surely, it takes some application. 
It' takes a little daring-! admit that 
too--on the part of some of us. It takes 
a willingness to suffer a lot of abuse, 
and distortion and misinterpretation of 
motive. That is a cheap price to pay if, 
as the result, there can be spread on the 

pages of the RECORD of the Senate a 
record which will forewarn the American 
people as to what is in store for them if 
the passage of the bill is not checked. 

We are feeble in comparison with the 
giants who preceded us. We are really, 
comparatively speaking, of much less 
effect than the great Norris and his col
leagues of his day. But that is no reason 
why we should not try, at least, to be true 
to the sound political faith that he mani
fested in the great legislative record he 
made in this body in the whole field of 
power development. . . _ 

At a later time· in the cour$e of this. 
deoate, r shall discuss at some I'ength the 
patent. features which are .involyed, be·• 
cause I think that is· one of the big give· 
aways in the bill: I think that what we 
are on the brink of doing is letting a few 
so-called experts from the field of private 
enterprise, who are on the inside of the 
development program, a development 
program that you and I paid for, Madam 
President, a development program which 
has cost the American people more than 
$12 billion-we are on the verge of let
ting those people on the inside have such 
a tremendous handicap in their favor in 
the race for patents that they can jus~ 
leisurely walk over to the Patent Office 
and get -them, because they know what 
is available. But do not forget that you 
and I, and 164 million other Americans, 
paid for that development program. 

I am a little disturbed at the unreason
ableness of the argument which is made 
sometimes that the people who are on 
the inside of the development program 
should have this advantage. It is said, 
"Didn't they help during the war? 
Didn't they help the Government during 
the war? Why, these firms came in and 
helped the Government." 

Madam President, one would think 
they were not parties to the war. They 
were fighting for their survival, just as 
everyone else was fighting for his or her 
survival in that war. It was their pa
triotic duty to come in and help. They 
did not have to fight in battle. Let me 
tell you, Madam President, they were 
well paid for their help. They made 
huge profits out of their help. Yes; they 
helped the Government, but the Govern
ment helped them, so far as financial 
rewards were concerned; and they did 
no less than their patriotic duty. 

I do not believe it is fair, I do not think 
it is right, I do not feel it is equitable, to 
let those pepole, who were given great 
advantages, and who were well paid for 
any performance of work they did dur
ing the war, come in now, and get the 
patent advantages which they expect 
to get. 

I have a feeling, and I think it is a 
pretty common-sense one, too, and I 
think it is the kind of common-sense 
feeling which will be shared by most 
Americans, that really those patent ad
vantages belong to the American people. 
The American people paid for all the 
experimentation, for all the processes, 
,for all the laboratory work, to the tune of 
better than $12 billion which went into 
the development of the atomic·energy 
program. I do not think it is right. 
Certainly it is not right to put some of 
these people in the know-how-some 
of the people who have had the advan-
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tages. I do not think it is right to put 
them in a position where they will now 
reap the huge profits from the experi· 
mentation, simply because they were 
parties to it. They know what is avail
able to be patented, and they are going 
to get this kind of handout and giveaway. 

I do not like it because, somehow, my 
sense of fairness tells me that the equi
ties are on the side of the American 
people, and that the Government should 
protect the income from those patents, 
which otherwise would have accrued to 
the individuals, for the benefit of all the 
people. 

But, as I have said, I shall discuss this 
subject at some length on another occa
sion. 

I have before me, Madam President, 
the column in today's Washington Post 
and Times Herald, written by Drew Pear
son, dealing with a related phase of this 
problem. I think it is such an important 
observation that it should be made a 
part of the RECORD. I read the column, 
as follows: 

PAST DEALS IN UNITED STATES SECRETS 

(By Drew Pearson) 
Congressmen who plan to give atomic 

secrets to private industry under Eisenhow
er's proposed new Atomic Ene!'gy Act might 
take a look at Justice Department and Sen
ate records to see what private industry did 
with important secrets in the past. 

The record, spelled out in the Truman 
committee and Munitions Committee hear
ings, shows that our potential enemies got 
access to priceless military secrets, some of 
them the property of the United States Gov
ernment, as follows: 

The Electric Boat Co., now making the 
atomic submarine, paid commissions to the 
famed munitions peddler, Sir Basil Zaharoff, 
to sell submarines around the world; and the 
United States Navy submarine plans were 
sold to both the Japanese and the Germans 
around 1914. 

The Bausch & Lomb Optical Co. made a 
secret deal with Carl Zeiss, of Germany, 
whereby the Germans got the blueprints for 
the United States Navy submarine sights. 

Standard Oil of New Jersey made a deal 
with I. G. Farben, of Germany, which pre
vented the United States from developing 
synthetic rubber for 4 years. 

The Aluminum Corporation of America 
worked out a monopoly deal with I. G. Far
ben which kept magnesium away from the 
American aircraft industry and retarded our 
production of airplanes. 

The Sperry Gyroscope Corp. exchanged 
valuable patents with German, Italian, and 
Japanese firms, all of them later Axis 
countries. 

The Radio Corporation of America, which 
had observers attached to the United States 
Army Signal Corps, when the Signal Corps 
developed the priceless secret of radar, hired 
one of the Signal Corps technicians, William 
D. Hershberger, and then filed radar patents 
in Japan and other foreign countries. 

After the war the Army asked the Justice 
Department to examine the case with a view 
to prosecution. After the war also, RCA 
hired the recently retired head of the Signal 
Corps, Gen. Harry Ingles, and the Army 
promptly lost interest in prosecuting. 

This, in brief, is the past record. Ameri
can industrialists, it is hoped, have attained 
a higher standard of ethics today, but the 
atomic-energy secrets they would get from 
the Government under the proposed new 
atomic energy bill are the most valuable in 
the world. They cost the taxpayer $12 bll
lion to develop. 

Madam President, let me make clear 
that I make no blanket charge against 
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American mdustry to the effect that, in~ 
my judgment industry as a whole would' 
follow such a highly selfish, greedy 
course of action as Drew Pearson alleges 
in his column. I am only pointing out 
that there is potential danger in the bill; 
the opportunity for that course of action 
exists. 

The patent features of the bill, in my 
judgment, need drastic revision, so that 
the American people can be protected 
from the kind of selfish course of action 
upon which Pearson comments in his 
article. I repeat: I think we are dealing 
in the bill with rights which belong to 
the people-all the people-and do not 
give to private industry any right to a 
preferred position, which the patent fea
tures of the bill, in my judgment, give 
to them. 

We know that nuclear material can 
provide more power-many tlmes 
more-than wood, coal, hydro, petro
leum, gas and every other fuel used by 
man before the discovery of the atom. 

This tremendous resource was devel
oped with public funds and the materials 
and processes developed to date are the 
property of the people of the United 
States. 

This bill proposes to give away the 
atom, which cost the American taxpayers 
$10 billion to $12 billion to a few gigantic 
corporate combinations of chemical and 
utility companies which may create a. 
new type of concentration in our busi
ness and economic life. 
FAVORITISM TO INSIDERS-BARRON'S ANALYSIS 

Barron's Weekly, a business magazine, 
has accurately described the situation in 
its July 2 edition. 

Oh, Madam President, I wish I could 
get every American to read Barron's 
Weekly for July 2. In fact, I wish I 
could get every Member of Congress to 
read it, because when I quote Barron's, I 
am quoting a source which cannot be 
subjected to the slightest criticism, so 
far as defending the so-called private 
enterprise system is concerned. It is a 
great defender, however, of the private 
enterprise system in its true perspective. 
Barron's, in my judgment, is a great 
souce of material for information on the 
true functions, the true obligations, of 
the private enterprise system. 

I shall read their report on the bill; 
but first it should be explained that the 
insiders know that the so-called com
pulsory licensing of patents provided by 
the pending measure is not compulsory 
at all. 

As I described the situation earlier, 
the patent provision of the bill says that 
in the case of patents filed before Sep
tember 1, 1959, the Atomic Energy Com
mission may declare any of them af
fected with the public interest-section 
152-a, page 63, of the bill. That gives 
it some discretion. And it shall grant 
patent licenses, for just compensation, 
to persons who apply for the right to 
use such patents to the extent that it
the AEC--finds that the use of the in
vention or discovery is of primary im
portance to the conduct of an activity 
by such person authorized under this 
act. 

There are enough indefinite words in 
that phr-ase to give the AEC a second 
round of discretion. 

In fact; Madam President, the pend
ing bill is just potholed with clauses and 
words of discretion which in my judg
ment give to activities that are the fa
vorite recipients of advantage under the· 
bill broad powers and opportunities 
which are not in the interest of the 
people, and give to the Commission it
self, for that matter, the kind of dis
cretionary power which I have for 9 
years in the Senate on many occasions 
deplored and fought. 

Listen to this. What I referred to was 
a discretionary patent provision, not 
a compulsory one, and that is what Bar
ron's knew when they carried this re
port: 

The pending amendments are not designed 
to liberate atomic energy from bureaucratic 
control. Instead, cooperation o! electric 
utilities and manufacturers of electrical 
equipment with AEC will perpetuate Gov
ernment domination of a subsidized atomic 
energy industry, willingly accepted by the 
private partners in return for protection 
against intruders. To close the field to all 
but the AEC's clients, the amendments pro
vide for compulsory patent licensing, and· 
the channeling of domestic and foreign tech
nological progress toward Washington's fa
vorites. 
CONTRACT INDICATION OF THE SHAPE OF THINGS 

TO COME 

One of the great significances of the 
Dixon-Yates deal is that it shows how 
the way in which the minority rulers 
of the Atomic Energy Commission will 
exercise their discretion. The episode is 
just an inkling of what is to come if 
this bill passes in its present form. It 
is a demonstration of how granting and 
denial of project licenses, or discretion
ary patent licenses, may be explained 
to the public, with accompanying puff
ing and trimming of figures when that 
is necessary. 

ADMmAL STRAUSS DECLINES ANTIMONOPOLY 
ROLE 

It is notable that in the Atomic 
Energy Commission's appearances be
fore the joint committee, Admiral 
Strauss, while not objecting to the Fed
eral Trade Commission and Attorney 
General reviewing compliance with 
monopoly and antitrust laws, objected 
to being given the affirmative responsi· 
bility to see that its licenses and ar· 
rangements promoted free competitive 
enterprise, or did not promote monopoly 
of undesirable business combinations. 

Some of the members of the Senate 
will recall that in the original draft of 
the proposed amendment an allusion to 
encouraging free enterprise had been 
dropped. 

The Commission, it appears, did not 
want the responsibility now imposed by 
section 7 of the McMahon Act to affirma. 
tively encourage free enterprise, and has 
described the provisions of the section as 
broad and unusual. 

It has been made clear that the Com· 
mission does not want to produce com
mercial electric power either-Admiral 
Strauss and his associates want to keep 
out of that field. 

It might be appropriate, if we are go
ing to pass this bill, if we took a sugges
tion from the cartoonist, Herblock, who 
calls Mrs. Hobby's Department the De
partment of Not Too Much Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, and renamed the 
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AEC the Not Too Much Atomic Energy 
Commission, or the Not Too Much Re
sponsibility Commission. 

It is too bad that Senators have to 
study and vote on all kinds of bills. I 
think it is terrible that Secretary Benson 
cannot shrug off responsibility for butter 
and milk or wheat or cotton. 

Madam President, I should like to 
interrupt the course of my remarks just 
long enough to transact a little business 
with the junior Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. REYNOLDS]. He and I serve as 
members of the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia, and a flock of bills 
have come over from the House, which 
he now has in his hand, bills which 
passed the House and are awaiting the 
attention of the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia of the Senate. 
· Unfortunately, the Senator and I have 
found it very difficult to get together at a 
mutually convenient time during recent 
days to consider these bills in the com
mittee, but I wish to assure him that 
when I finish this speech-some time 
later-! shall be fresh enough to trans
act that business with him today, and 
if it meets with his convenience I sin
cerely hope that he will be around so 
that we can come to a meeting of minds, 
or a meeting of disagreement, one or 
the other, on these various bills. I still 
have the proxy in my pocket, and I shall 
be glad to go in with him on that basis, 
2 to 1, on those bills, and we will dispose 
of them one way or the other before the 
day is out. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam Presi
dent-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Oregon yield to the Sena
tor from Nebraska? 

Mr. MORSE. Only for a question. 
Mr. REYNOLDS. I was available for 

a good many hours from midnight to this 
morning had I been able to find the 
Senator from Oregon to complete the 
business to which he has referred. 
:Where was the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. MORSE. I was right here, and I 
missed the Senator. I have not known 
the Senator very long, but there is some
thing about him that has caused me to 
develop a very deep fondness and affec
tion for him, and I would have felt oetter 
with his presence here on the floor all 
the time during my speech. I am sure 
that while he may not know it now he 
will discover that the people of Nebr~ska 
are very much interested in some of the 
points I am going to bring out in this 
speech about the dangers of the pending 
bill. 

I know the Senator is going to read 
~very word of it, and that is probably 
JUSt as good as listening to it but I am 
glad he is here now, so that i have this 
chance to tell him here publicly that he 
and I will work together on the District 
of Columbia bills at sometime. 

Now, Madam President, let me return 
to the point I was making. I had stated 
that it is too bad that Senators have to 
study and vote on all kinds of bills. I 
think it is terrible that Secretary Benson 
cannot shrug off responsibility for butter 
and milk or wheat or cotton. But un
i<?rtunately it is not for public officials to 
p1ck and choose. If there is a public 

service which requires doing, then offi
cials should either do it or get out. 

As I understand it, the joint committee 
has adopted an amendment to S. 3690 
since its introduction that will amend 
sect ion 105, the antitrust section, so that 
the Attorney General will have the ex
clusive power of forbidding or approving 
licenses and actions where the antitrust 
laws are concerned. The Federal Trade 
Commission's role is being eliminated -
also. 

But even with the Trade Commission 
left in, it seems to me that the legislative 
direction to the Atomic Energy Commis
sion to exercise all their prerogatives to 
broaden and promote competitive enter
prise is desirable and that they should 
h ave a directive to use their licensing 
power affirmatively to offset monopoly 
growth, and to have some direct respon
sibility for preventing monopoly 
whether Admiral St rauss wants to rende1: 
that needed service or not. 

All the responsibility the Commission 
would have under the bill is to report 
promptly to the Attorney General ''any 
information it may h ave with respect to 
any utilization of special nuclear ma
terial or atomic energy which appears to 
violate or tend toward" violation of the 
antir~10nopoly and antitrust laws, or to 
restnct free competition. It is not 
specifically enjoined to lock the door be
fore the horse gets out of the stable. 

There would be nothing unusual about 
requiring the AEC to t ake on some anti
monopoly responsibilities. Although 
they may be neglected, such responsibili
ties are vested in many Government 
agencies. They are not concentrated as 
some believe, with the Attorney Gene~al. 

I have here a brief study-only 14 
pages-of the antimonopoly functions of 
Government agencies, which has been 
supplied to me which ought to be con
sidered very carefully by all the Senators 
before they act on this bill. It shows 
t~at no less than 24 Government agen
Cies are charged by law with antimonop
oly authority and responsibility. 

First, let me restate the situation: 
Sponsors of the original dr afts of the 

new atomic-energy bills-H. R. 8862 and 
S. 3323-at one time argued that the 
Commission should be relieved of the af
firmative responsibilities contained in 
section 7 <c) of the McMahon Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946. They contend it was 
a police function belonging to the At
torney General and Federal Trade Com-
mission. · 

Section 1 of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1946, the McMahon Act, as amended, in
cludes as part of the declaration of con
gressional policy "strengthening free 
competition in private enterprise." This 
phrase was altered in an early draft of 
the current new bill, but is restored as it 
finally comes to the floor and has a place 
among other expressions of our pious 
hopes. 
B~t the McMahon Act contains more. 

Sectwn 7 provides as follows: 
Where activities under any license might 

serve to maintain or foster the growth of 
monopoly, restraint of trade, unlawful com
pet ition, or ot her trade position inimical to 
the entry of new, freely competitive enter
prises in the field, the Commission is au
thorized and directed to refuse to issue such 

a license or to establish such conditions to 
preven t these results as the Commission in 
consult_ation with the Attorney General, ~ay 
determine. The Commission shall report 
promp~ly t_o the Attorney General any in
fo~~ati_on It m ay h ave with respect to any 
utilizatiOn of fissionable m aterial or atomic 
energy which appears to have these results. 

In effect, what we have before us is 
only the last sentence of the old act-the 
reporting to the Attorney General after 
the horse has been stolen. 

In order· that there may be the clear· 
est sort of understanding that it has long 
been congressional policy, and is not at 
all unusual, to put affirmative responsi
bilities in this field on other agencies 
than the Department of Justice, I urge 
study of the memorandum which ap
pears earlier in my remarks. 

Because of the enormous expense of 
nuclear fission installations and the 
patent problems involved in this new 
field, one of our most urgent concern's 
should be the fostering of competition 
and prevention of monopoly. 

'!he AEC is the guardian of the atom. 
It IS the first to open the door to its use 
It logically follows that it should ope~ 
the door only when competition will be 
served and to keep it firmly shut when 
monopoly seeks to enter. 

Madam President, in summarizing this 
section of my speech, and before I turn 
to the next, I wish to call the attention 
of the American people to what I think 
I have established in this portion of my 
remarks. 

I have pointed out that with the 
expenditure of more than $12 billion the 
American people have an investment in 
the secrets, in the scientific knowhow of 
atomic energy power development. I 
have tried to point out that these repre
sentatives of industry, who were doing 
naught but performing their patriotic 
duty during the war, fighting for their 
own preservation along with the rest of 
us, do not have any moral right to come 
in now and take these processes and 
just because they know of their develop~ 
ment, and get patents on them to the 
gr~at d~sadvantage of other p~ople in 
pnvate mdustry. I just do not think it 
is cricket. That is not the kind of base· 
ball rules on which I was brought up. 

I do not think they are entitled to that 
sort of advantageous handicap, that sort 
of bonus; and I want to point out that 
these. representatives of industry, who 
were m on the so-called ground floor not 
only were. in as a matter of patriotic 
duty, b':lt they were also well paid, very 
well paid, extremely well paid; and the 
firms that participated and cooperated 
with the Government made good profits. 
'r~ose firms did not lose by cooperating 
With the Government in the develop
ment . of the atomic energy program. 
That IS why I do not think it right for 
us to give them the patent advantages 
which I feel will be given to them unde; 
this bill. 

Now, the second thing I have tried to 
bring out in this part of my speech is 
that here again, I think it is perfectly 
clear that we, the Congress, have an 
obligation to protect the public's invest
ment in this tremendous project. I just 
cannot get it out of my head that there 
is the program which was paid for by the 
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taxpayers of America-a tremendous in
vestment; and the President comes 
along, now, with what amounts in my 
judgment to a plan that ought to be 
considered as exceeding his executive 
authority, by in effect giving away to a 
private monopoly combine at least great 
advantages belonging to the people, and 
to this public development of this pro
gram. 

Now, Madam President, I know, be
cause of the parliamentary situation, I 
can do no more at this time then send to 
the desk an amendment, which, at the 
proper time, I shall offer, and which has 
to do with the part of my speech that I 
discussed not so long ago-this matter 
of correcting the omcial-spokesman 
language of the bill; and my amendment 
will propose, on page 11, on line 1, 
through line 8, to strike the following 
sentence: 

The Chairman (or Acting Chairman in the 
absence of the Chairman) shall be the 
offi.cial spokesman of the Commission in its 
relations with the Congress, Government 
agencies, persons, or the public, and, on be
half of the Commission, shall see to the 
faithful execution of the policies and de
cisions of the Commission, and shall report 
thereon to the Commission from time to time 
or as the Commission may direct. 

I am simply sending the amendment 
to the desk, and asking that it lie on 
the desk until I can take it up when it 
is in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received and printed, 
and will lie on the desk. 

Mr. MORSE. There has been a great 
deal of talk throughout this debate, 
Madam President, about the antimo
nopoly functions of Government, and I 
think we ought to get into the RECORD at 
this point a discussion of the antimo
nopoly functions of Government; and so, 
for the RECORD, let me present a little 
analysis, because it is interesting to see 
how these antimonopoly functions are 
found permeating through many phases 
of our Government fabric. 

ANTIMONOPOLY FUNCTIONS OF GOVERNMENT 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

The district attorneys of the United 
States, in their respective districts, under 
the direction of the Attorney General, 
are charged with the duty of instituting 
proceedings in equity to prevent and re_. 
strain violations of the antitrust laws. 
The district courts of the United States 
are invested with jurisdiction to prevent 
and restrain such violations-title 15, 
United States Code, sections 4, 9, and 25. 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

Price discrimination which may sub
stantiall.Y lessen competition or tend to 
create monopoly in interstate commerce 
is illegal, and the Federal Trade Com
mission may, after due investigation and 
hearing to all interested parties, fix or 
limit the quantities of commodities to 
purchasers-title 15, United State Code, 
section 13 (a). 

The Commission is empowered and 
directed to prevent persons, partnerships, 
or corporations from using unfair meth
ods of competition in commerce and un
fair or deceptive acts or practices
title 15, United States Code, section 45. 

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM: 

The Board of Governors of the Fed
eral Reserve System is authorized and 
directed to enforce compliance ·with laws 
limiting interlocking directorates and 
omcers in banking corporations-title 15, 
United States Code, section 19. 

CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD 

The Civil Aeronautics Board has au

Licensees are forbidden to acquire, own, 
or operate any cable or wire telegraph 
or telephone system, if the purpose or 
effect is to substantially lessen competi
tion or to restrain commerce or to unlaw
fully create monopoly ln any line of com
merce--title 47, United States Code, sec
tions 311, 313-314. 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 

thority to enforce compliance with legal The Federal Power Commission has 
prohibitions on monopolistic price-fix- broad authority to regulate electrical 
ing or interlocking directorates for air utilities engaged in interstate commerce, 
carriers-title 15, United States Code, including the determination that power 
section 21. rates and service are reasonable and non-

The Board may, upon its own initia- discriminatory-title 16, United States 
tive or upon complaint, investigate and Code, sections 813, 824e, anrt so forth. 
determine whether any air carrier or In the licensing of electrical utilities 
foreign air carrier has been or is en- by the Federal Power Commission, there 
gaged in unfair or deceptive practices is an express condition that "combina
or unfair methods of competition in air tions, agreements, arrangements, or un
transportation. Cease and desist orders derstandings, express or implied, to limit 
may be issued after hearings and find- the output of electrical energy, to re
ings-title 49, United states Code, sec- strain trade, or to fix, maintain, or in
tion 491. crease prices for electrical energy or serv-

Consolidation or merger of air carriers · ice are hereby prohibited"-title 16, 
requires approval of the Board. It is United States Code, section 803 (h). 
Specifically prOVided "that the Board DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

shall not approve any consolidation, It may be a surprise to know that un-
merger, purchase, lease, operating con- der the law the Department of Agricul
tract, or acquisition of control which ture has very definite antimonopoly 
would result in creating a monopoly or functions; and may I digress just long 
monopolies and thereby restrain com- enough to welcome the distinguished 
petition or jeopardize another air car- statesman from Alabama [Mr. HILL] to 
rier not a party to the consolidation, the floor, because I had something to 
merger, purchase, lease, operating con- say about the Senator from Alabama·, 
tract, or acquisition of control."-title some time, oh, a reasonably short time 
49, United States Code, section 488. ago. I said for the RECORD on the floor 

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION that I COnSidered the pending bill SO dan
Common carriers in interstate com

merce are prohibited from dealing in 
securities, supplies, or other articles of 
commerce with companies having inter
locking directors, arid the Interstate 
Commerce Commission is authorized to 
administer this section and report its 
findings of possible law violations to the 
Attorney General-title 15, United States 
Code, section 20. 

The Interstate Commerce Commis
sion has authority to enforce compliance 
with legal prohibitions against monop
olistic price-fixing agreements and inter
locking directorates for companies un
der its jurisdiction-title 15, United 
States Code, section 21. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission 
also has jurisdiction to prevent unlawful 
combinations of carriers to prevent the 
continuous carriage of freight--title 49, 
United States Code, section 7. 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

The Federal Communications Commis
sion has authority to enforce compliance 
with legal prohibitions on monopolistic 
price fixing or interlocking directorates 
for common carriers engaged in wire or 
radio communication or radio transmis
sion-title 15, United States Code, sec
tion 21. 

The Federal Com~nunications Commis
sion is directed to refuse radio station 
licenses to persons found guilty by the 
courts of unlawfully monopolizing or at
tempting to monopolize radio communi
cation through the control of the manu
facture or sale of radio apparatus. 
through exclusive traffic arrangements, 
or any other means, or to have been 
using unfair methods of competition. 

gerOUS to the welfare of the American 
people, that I considered the bill so dan
gerous from the standpoint of the eco
nomic rights of unborn generations of 
American boys and girls of the decades 
ahead, that I was willing to enlist in the 
rear ranks of any parliamentary army 
raised by the two distinguished gentle
men now sitting together over on the 
other side of the aisle, the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. HILL] and the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. GORE], and it would 
be a . great honor-a great honor-to 
serve under their generalship. 

I urge them publicly, here, in full 
view of the American people, to take · 
note of the fact that the American 
people are beginning to recognize the 
seriousness of this bill, as far as jeopard
izing their rights is concerned; and I 
hope that this great patriotic call to 
duty, a call far beyond the line of duty, 
one might think, would be assumed by 
these two great generals from Tennessee 
and Alabama. Here is one private--here 
is one private who will march forward, 
for days and weeks to come, and until 
we finally force a reconsideration of the 
action taken by the Senate, and until 
we get the bill so modified that the 
American people will be protected from 
the provisions in it now, which I think 
are so dangerous to the people's welfare. 
That is all I can do. I want to tell you 
that, under your leadership, we will win; 
and I suggested earlier today that, when 
we draw that parallel line, the motto 
should be "It shall not pass." 

Mr. CARLSON. Madam Presi-
dent---

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question to 
the Senator from Kansas. 
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Mr. CARLSON. Madam President, I 
cio not know that I can phrase this in 
the form of a question, but I sincerely 
hope that no one will raise a point of 
order in regard to my short statement. 

Mr. MORSE. Ah, but that does not 
go. I must tell the Senator from Kansas 
something. When the tidelands debate 
was on, we were in that parliamentary 
situation, and I was having a little diffi
culty with the Senator from Nevada, the 
Senator will remember. So enthusiastic 
was he in regard to that discussion, 
that he found it difficult to ask me some 
questions. He was inclined to start out 
without asking questions. I remember 
the Senator from Kansas was in the 
Chair, and I appealed. I appealed to the 
Presiding Officer. I said, "I want the 
Senator to protect me, now. I want the 
Senator to know that I am yielding only 
for a question." Let me refresh the 
memory of the Senator from Kansas re
garding what he said to me. He said I 
would have to protect myself. Does he 
remember that? He said that I would 
have to protect myself. 

Mr. CARLSON . . Madam President, 
will the Senator from Oregon yield for 
a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. CARLSON. Let me ask how long 

the distinguished Senator from Oregon 
expects to speak; and then may I state 
that it was my privilege to occupy the 
chair which at the present time is occu
pied by the distinguished senior Senator 
from Nebraska [Mrs. BOWRING]; and 
again this morning I had the oppor
tunity of occupying the same position, 
and at that time the distinguished Sen
ator from Oregon made some remarks 
about how he and I spent the night to
gether in the Senate chamber, one of us 
while serving as the presiding officer, 
and the other as the speaker. 

I wish to say that I enjoyed the speech 
of the Senator from Oregon this morn
ing, and I desire to compliment him 
upon his efforts to bring about the result 
he espouses. I do not agree with him 
about it, but I admire him for it. 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, I 
wish to say that the richest kind of pay
ment in this job is the kind of payment 
I have just received, namely, the sincere 
expression of mutual respect that has 
passed between the Senator from Kansas 
and myself, even though there are great 
difference between us with regard to 
policies. 

And then, Madam President, the ques
tion asked by the Senator from Kansas 
deserves a more definite answer than I 
am able to give at the present time. I 
am not going to speak at great length
for me [laughter]; but I am sure it will 
be too long for the Senator from Kan
~as. 

There are a few more things to be said. 
I have needed this warm-up, this sort 
of batting practice. I needed this con
ditioning and training. I started last 
week. I had a pretty good idea, last 
week, of what was coming. So last week 
I got a little exercise, and today I am 
getting a little more, and tomorrow I 
shall get a little bit more; and then we 
shall really go to work. 

By that time, I think my generals will 
have the army enlisted, and I am going 

to take a little more time today, for the 
recruitment office to go to work. 
[Laughter.] I am going to hold out here 
for the recruitment office activity. But 
mv colleagues do not need to worry; my 
sp-eech will not be as long as was my 
speech the last time, unless some un
foreseen condition develops. But I do 
n<;>t expect that to be the case. 

But, Madam President, I wish to say 
that I am deeply moved by what, as I 
have stated, is the finest compensation 
one in this situation could receive, 
namely, a realization that we have suc
ceeded in calling the attention of the 
American people to what those of us who 
are opposed to the pending bill feel are 
its dangerous implications. 

So, Madam President, I shall proceed 
for a little while longer, and then I 
shall consult with my generals. 

I see the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. ANDERSON] in the Chamber. He 
was here late last night. He should 
have stayed home longer; he did not 
need to return yet, because there are 
plenty of other things for me to say. I 
hope the Senator from New Mexico, 
whose future services we shall wish to 
have the benefit of, in the forefront of 
the battalion of this army that is to 
charge will get some rest, because we 
shall hold the fort for the time being. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Madam President, at this time I wish 
to discuss the antimonopoly features of 
the Department of Agriculture. 

Whenever the Secretary of Agriculture 
has reason to believe that any associa
tion of producers of agricultural prod
ucts monopolizes or restrains trade in 
interstate or foreign commerce to the 
extent that the price of any agricultural 
commodity is unduly enhanced thereby, 
he is directed to serve a complaint upon 
such association. The Secretary is au
thorized to hold hearings and issue 
cease-and-desist orders against monop
olization or restraint of trade in agricul
tural commodities, and such orders are 
enforceable in the district courts, under 
charge of the Department of Justice
title 7, United States Code, section 292. 

The Secretary of Agriculture is au
thorized to enter into marketing agree
ments with processors and producers of 
agriculture commodities, which agree
ments are exempt from the antitrust 
laws, but must embody provisions pro
hibiting unfair methods of competition 
and unfair trade practices in the han
dling of such commodities-title 7, 
United States Code, sections 608b and 
608c (7). 

Meat packers are forbidden to engage 
in manipulation or control of prices in 
interstate commerce, or to create a 
monopoly in the buying or selling of ar
ticles, or otherwise to restrain eommerce. 
It is unlawful to conspire or combine 
with any other person to apportion busi
ness territory, or in the purchase or sale 
of articles or to manipulate or control 
prices. Whenever the Secretary of Agri
culture has reason to believe that any 
packer is violating these provisions, he 
is directed to serve a complaint upon the 
packer, stating the charges. The Secre
tary is authorized to hold hearings and to 
issue cease-and-desist orders, which or-

ders are enforceable in the circuit 
courts-title 7, United States Code, sec
tions 192-194. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Whenever the Secretary of the Interior 
has reason to believe that any associa
tion in the fishing industry -engaged 
in catching, collecting, or cultivating 
aquatic products, monopolizes or re
strains trade in interstate or foreign 
commerce, to the extent that the price 
of any aquatic product is unduly en
hanced thereby, he is directed to serve 
a complaint upon such association. The 
Secretary is authorized to hold hearings 
and issue cease-and -desist orders against 
monopolization or restraint of trade in 
aquatic products; and such orders are 
enforceable in the district courts, under 
charge of the Department of Justice
title 15, United States Code, section 522. 

Lessees of coal lands reserved to the 
United States in Alaska may consolidate 
small holdings into a single bloc not ex
ceeding 2,560 acres of contiguous land, 
with the approval of the Secretary of the 
Interior; persons or corporations violat
ing this section are guilty of a felony
title 48, United States Code, sections 436 
and 442. 

The Secretary of the Interior, in ad
ministering leases for certain minerals 
on public lands, is obligated to limit the 
number and size of holdings according to 
the terms of the law. Persons violating 
this section may be compelled to dispose 
of their interests in appropriate proceed
·ings instituted by the Attorney General 
in the district courts-title 30, United 
States Code, section 184. 

Certain combinations formed for the 
purposes of constructing or carrying on 
the business of a refinery, common car
rier pipeline, or a railroad lin_e are per
mitted, subject to the approval of the 
Secretary of Interior. 

Lessees who enter any arrangement in 
restraint of trade in the mining or selling 
of coal, phosphate, oil, oil shale, gas, or 
sodium, will have their leases forfeited 
by appropriate court proceedings. 

Leases for gas and oil, and so forth, 
rights on public lands are administered 
by the Secretary of the Interior, and 
must contain the provision, among 
others, that the sale of the production of 
such leased lands to the United States or 
to the public will be at reasonable prices, 
for the protection of the interest of the 
United States, for the prevention of 
monopoly, and for the safeguarding of 
the public welfare-title 30, United 
States Code, section 187. 

The Secretary of the Interior admin
isters the granting of rights-of-way to 
pipeline companies transporting oil 
across specified public lands; companies 
who violate the antitrust laws automati
cally forefeit the right-of-way titles
title 43, United States Code, section 970. 

In connection with land reclamation 
and irrigation projects, the Secretary of 
the Interior is directed to establish the 
size of farm units on each project in ac
cordance with his findings of the areas 
sufficient to support a family-title 16, 
United States Code, section 590z-2. 

In the sale or lease of power from such 
projects, the Secretary of the Interior 
shall give preference to municipalities 
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and other public corporations or agen
cies, and to cooperatives and other non
profit organizations-title 16, United 
States Code, section 590z-10. 

Similar preference provisions are con
tained in title 43, United States Code, 
section 45h <c>. 

Electric power and energy ·generated 
at reservoir projects under control of the 
Department of the Army are delivered to 
the Secretary of the Interior for disposi
tion "in such manner as to encourage the 
most widespread use thereof at the lowest 
possible rates to consumers consistent 
with sound business principles, the rate 
schedules to become effective upon con
firmation and approval by the Federal 
Power Commission." 

Preference in the sale of such power 
and energy shall be given to public bodies 
and cooperatives, and the Secretary of 
the Interior is authorized to construct 
transmission lines in distributing the 
electricity-title 16, United States Code, 
section 825a. 

POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 

Now, Madam President, what about 
the Post 01Hce Department? Does it 
have antimonopoly functions? It cer
tainly does. My reason for placing this 
material in the RECORD is to show a pub
lic policy of long standing in the United 
States. I am talking about public policy . 
that leaves no room for doubt that the 
American people want to be protected 
from monopolistic practices. 

In my judgment, orie of the great 
weaknesses of the bill is that we cannot 
x·econcUe it with the antimonopoly pub
lic policy of the United States. I say 
there rests upon us the very solemn ob~ 
ligation of seeing to it that we ke'ep faith 
with all these antimonopoly provisions 
of the law, which imposes upon other 
bodies the duty of protecting the Amer
ican people from monopolistic practices. 
I criticize the bill because in my judg
ment it will lead to monopolistic control 
of the atomic energy program in the 
field of electric-power development. 

So let us take a look at how we have 
declared public policy in regard to the 
antimonopoly functions of the Post 01Hce 
Department. 

The Postmaster General has author
ity, whenever he believes that bids re
ceived for carrying mail on any star 
1·oute are exorbitant or unreasonable, to 
provide the desired service by means of 
his own choosing. 

Contracts for carrying mail must not 
be made with any person who has en
tered, or proposes to enter, into any com
bination to prevent the making of any 
bid for carrying the mail-title 39, United 
States Code, sections 432 and 433. 

The Post 01Hce Department is forbid
Gen to make contracts for furnishing 
supplies with any person who has en
tered, or proposes to enter, into any com
bir.ation to prevent the making of bids 
for furnishing such supplies, or to fix 
prices therefor, and so forth-title 39, 
United States Code, section 808. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

YoUNG in the chair>. The Senator from 
Oregon has the floor. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, what 
about the Navy Department? It has 
antimonopoly functions, too. 

The Secretary of the NavY is author
ized to build at any navy yard or naval 
factory aircraft or spare parts and 
equipment, whenever it should reason
ably appear that corporations bidding 
for such construction have entered into 
any combination or agreement or under
standing, the purpose of which is to de
prive the Government of fair, open, and 
unrestricted competition in letting naval 
aircraft contracts-title 34, United 
States Code, section 749a. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

The Bureau of Foreign and Domestic 
Commerce is charged with the duty, 
among others, to make special investiga
tions of manufacturers in foreign coun
tries which are controlled by trusts or 
cartels-title 15, United States Code, sec
tion 171. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

The Secretary of the Treasury is di
rected to make such rules and regula
tions as are necessary to prevent the 
making of restrictive agreements in 
favor of imported goods-title 15, United 
States Code, section 73. 

Whenever the existence of unfair 
methods of competition and unfair acts 
in the importation of articles into the 
United States is established to the sat
isfaction of the President, he shall direct 
the articles concerned to be ·excluded 
from entry and the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall, through the proper of
fices, exclude such entry-title 19; 
United States Code, section 1337. 

UNITED STATES TAIUFF COMMISSION. 

Unfair methods of competition and 
unfair acts in the importation of articles 
into the United States, the effect of tend
ency of which is to substantially in
jure a domestic industry or to rest!-ain 
or monopolize trade and commerce in 
the United States are unlawful, and the 
Tariff Commission is authorized to in
vestigate any alleged violation on com
plaint under oath or upon its own ini
tiative. The Tariff Commission is 
authorized to make findings, with an 
appeal by the importer to the United 
States Court of Customs and Patent 
Appeals. 

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 

What about the antimonopoly func
tions of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission? 

The Securities and Exchange Com
mission is given broad powers to regu
late securities transactions and to com
pel the simplification of public utility 
holding company systems in order to 
limit undue concentration of control
title 15, United States Code, chapters 
2B and 2C. 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

Section 302 <b) of the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended, states: 

It is the declared policy of the Congress 
that a fair proportion of the total purchases 
and contracts for property and services for 
the Government shall be placed with small
business concerns. 

Where contracts in excess of $10,000 
are negotiated without advertising, st.lf· 

tlcient advance publicity is required. 
In case of advertised bids, any evidence 
of violation of the antitrust laws must 
be referred by agency heads to the At
torney General for appropriate action
title 41, United States Code, sapplement 
V, section 252 <a> and (d). 

Section 207 of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
as amended, requires any executive 
agency in beginning negotiations for the 
disposal of any plant or other property 
costing $1 million or more, or of pat-

·ents, processes, etc., irrespective of cost, 
to seek advice of the Attorney Gen
eral, and it shall be the duty of the At· 
torney General to advise the executive 
agency whether the proposed disposition 
of the property would tend to create or 
maintain a situation inconsistent with 
the antitrust laws. The executive 
agency must assist the Attorney Gen
eral by furnishing him any information 
it may possess appropriate or necessary' 
to the Attorney General's determination. 

This section also provides that noth· 
ing in the act shall modify or limit the 
applicability of the antitrust laws to 
persons who acquire property under the 
provisions of the act-title 40, United 
States Code, supplement V, section 488. 

In one respect the section is broader 
than a similar provision in the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944. Section 207 re
quires a determination by the Attorney 
General as to whether the proposed dis
posal would tend to create or maintain 
a situation inconsistent with the anti
trust laws, while under the -Surplus 
Property Act of 1944 the determination 
was whether the proposed disposition 
would violate the antitrust laws. 

However, it should be noted that under 
the earlier act, disposal of surPlus prop
erty was to be governed by broad ob· 
jectives in promoting competitive enter
prise, discouraging monopolistic prac
tices, and strengthening small business. 
The Surplus Property Administrator had 
the duty "to devise ways and means and 
prescribe regulations to prevent any dis
crimination against small business in 
the disposal and distribution and use of 
any surplus property." 

The Smaller War Plants CorPoration 
was directed to cooperate with the Sur
plus Property Administrator in aiding 
small business. For the disposal of large 
war plants, a reporting procedure to 
Congress was prescribed and the advice 
of the Attorney General also was re
quired, as noted above-title 50, United 
States Code, section 1611 and the follow· 
ing. 

RUBBER PRODUCING FACILITIES DISPOSAL 
COMMISSION 

The Commission, established by act of 
Congress for disposal of Government· 
owned rubber plants, is directP.d to make 
recommendations for disposal which in· 
elude the following criteria, among oth
ers: First, that the disposal program be 
designed best to afford small business 
enterprises and users the opportunity to 
obtain a fair share of the end products of 
the facilities sold and at fair prices; and 
second, that the recommended saies shall 
provide for the development within the 
United States of a free, competitive, 
synthetic rubber industry, and to not 
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permit any person to possess unreason
able control over the manufacture of 
~ynthetic rubber or its component ma
terials. 

The Commission is directed to consult 
and advise with the Attorney General in 
order to secure guidance as to the type 
of disposal program which would best 
foster the development of a free com
petitive synthetic rubber industry, and 
to supply the Attorney General with such 
information as he may deem requisite to 
make a determination that the proposed 
disposition will not violate the antitrust 
laws. The program of disposal is to lie 
before the Congress- for 60 days before 
being carried out-Public Law 205, 83d 
Congress, first session. 
OFFICE OF WAR MOBILIZATION AND CONVERSION 

This postwar agency, no longer exist
ent, was directed, among other things, 
to provide that small plants received fair 

. allocations of scarce materials. The act 
creating the Office of War Mobilization 
and Reconversion also directed the 
Attorney General "to make surveys for 
the purpose of determining any factors 
which may tend to eliminate competi
tion, create or strengthen monopolies, 
injure small business, or otherwise pro
mote undue concentration of economic 
powe:..· in the course of war mobilization 
and during the period of transition from 
war to peace and thereafter.'' Such re
ports were to be transmitted to the Con
gress-title 50, United States Code, sec
tion 1559 and 1660. 

OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION 

The Defense Production Act of 1950, 
as amended, contains certain provisions 
designed to encourage and assist small 
business in defense mobilization work-
64 Statutes 815. 

SMALLER WAR PLANTS CORPORATION 

The Small Business Mobilization Law 
enacted in 1942 authorized the chairman 
of the War Production Board to certify to 
the various procurement officers of the 
Government that small business con
cerns or groups of such concerns were 
competent contractors for the purposes 
of receiving war contracts. A Smaller 
War Plants Corporation was created to 
assist small business in this field-title 
50, United States Code, sections 1103 and 
1104. It was later terminated and its 
remaining functions transferred to the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation and 
other agencies. 
RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION AND 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

The objective of encouraging small 
business through RFC loans was added 
to the RFC Act during the 80th Con
gress-62 Statutes 261. 

When the liquidation of the RFC was 
ordered in the 83d Congress, title 2 of the 
enactment provided for the creation of 
a Small Business Administration. The 
act recites, in part: 

It is the declared policy of Congress that 
the Government should aid, counsel, assist, 
and protect insofar as is possible the inter
ests of small-business concerns in order to 
preserve free competitive enterprise, to in
sure tha.t a fair proportion of the total pur
~hases and contracts for supplies and serv
ices for the Government be placed with 
small-business enterprises. and to maintain 

and strengthen the overall economy of the 
Nation (67 Stat. 230). 

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

Even the TVA was given antimonopoly 
functions. 

The TVA is empowered and authorized 
to sell surplus electrical power, giving 
preference to public, cooperative, and 
other nonprofit agencies; to enter into 
20-year contracts with such organiza
tions; to assist in their establishment by 
extending credit; to make contracts for 
sale of power to private utilities which 
are cancelable upon 5 years' notice; to 
construct transmission lines "in order to 
promote the fullest possible use of elec
tric light and power on farms"; and "to 
make studies, experiments, and determi
nations to promote the wider and better 
use of electric pouer for agricultural and 
domestic use, or for small or local indus
tries"-title 16, United States Code, sec
tions 83li and 831k-1. 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION 

The Administrator is authorized and 
empowered to make loans for the pur
pose of financing the construction and 
operation of generating plants, electric 
transmission and distribution lines, and 
so forth, for the furnishing of electric 
energy to pzrsons in rural areas, and 
loan preference is to be given to pub
lic, cooperative, and nonprofit agencies
title 7, United States Code, section 904. 

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 

Facilities for generation of electric 
energy at the Bonneville project are to 
be operated for the benefit of the general 
public, and particularly of domestic and 
rural consumers. The Administrator is 
directed to give preference and priority 
to public bodies and cooperatives in dis
posing of electric energy generated at the 
project. Not less than 50 percent of the 
energy is to be made available to public 
bodies. Such public groups are· allowed 
reasonable opportunity to become organ
ized and to acquire financing. Rate 
schedules are to be approved by the Fed
eral Power Commission and shall be fixed 
with a view to encouraging the widest 
possible diversified use of electrical en
ergy. To further encourage such wide
spread use, to provide reasonable outlets 
for the power, and to prevent its mo
nopolization by limited groups, the Ad
ministrator is authorized and directed to 
construct and operate transmission lines, 
substations, and appurtenant equip
ment-title 16, United States Code, sec
tions 832a and 832c. 

Mr. President, I am not saying that 
these are all the antimonopoly functions 
under the law vested in various com
missions and ·agencie~ and departments 
of Government. I have taken the time, 
boring as it may have been, and dry as 
it undoubtedly was, because statutory 
material is always dry, to read into the 
RECORD the law already on the books, 
which leaves not the slightest room for 
doubt that the American people, through 
their elected representatives, have really 
from the beginning of the monopoly 
problem in this country written into the 
record with crystal clearness a public 
policy of checking monopoly. 

Why should the Atomic Energy Com
mission be an exception? Why should 

legislation dealing with electric power to 
be derived from atomic energy not con
tain the same protection features we 
have written into the law with respect 
to the other activities of our Govern
ment? 

I have spent much time in this first 
speech pointing out that one of my ma
jor objections to the pending bill, among 
many, is the fact that it does not provide 
for regulation of monopolistic control of 
electric energy which comes through 
atomic energy development. We have a 
duty, I believe, to keep faith with a long-

. established Federal public policy, to see 
to it that private utility combines do 
not get the control which, in my judg
ment, they would get under the bill over 
this great source of energy so vitally nec
essary to the economy of this country 
by generations of American boys and 
girls for years and years to come. 

There is now in the record a clear 
expression of public policy for antimo
nopoly control, and I say that we cannot 
justify passing the pending bill until we 
write into it a whole new section-and 
we are going to offer such a section
which will place upon the Atomic En
ergy Con;unission the duty to prevent 
monopolistic control, instead of author
izing the Commission to enter into con
tracts which, in my judgment, would give 
control to the private monopoly. 

Mr. President, I now wish to read into 
the RECORD a couple of communications 
I have received. The first is from the 
American Public Power Association. · I 
have not been in the Chamber every 
moment of the time during the debate, 
and this may already be in the REcoRD, 
but it deserves repetition. It is under 
the date of July 21, on the letterhead 
of the American Public Power Associa
tion, and reads: 

DEAR SENATOR MoRsE: Tile American Public 
Power Association, which represents over 700 
local publicly owned electric utilities in 38 
States and Puerto Rico, is greatly disturbed 
about certain features of the Cole-Hicken
looper bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946. 

This is, without doubt, one of the most 
important pieces of legislation to be brought 
before the Congress in recent years. Its pas
sage would have a profound influence on 
American life for many future generations, 
for it would set the pattern for peacetime 
use of a great new source of energy. Need
less to say, it would have a particularly great 
effect on the future of the electric industry, 
including the portion represented by the 
American Public Power Association. 

Let me digress to say that here is an 
association which represents some of the 
little fellows, here is an association 
which represents some of the REA's and 
the cooperatives, who are not at all im
pressed with the argument that there is 
nothing in the bill which will prevent an 
REA or a cooperative or a municipality 
from going ahead with the development 
of one of the reactors mentioned in the 
debate. The orily thing that prevents 
them is the inability to get a good many 
million dollars to do the job. That is 
why they look to their Government to 
protect them, and they look to their 
Government to make available to them 
a source of cheap power, under a public
power yardstick fon;nula, which will not 
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result in their being forced to pay tribute 
to private monopoly combines. 

Here are some of the people who rep
resent the grass roots of America, to 
whom the people who are opposed to this 
bill are appealing to wake up before it is 
too late to make known their interest 
in the pending bill, to familiarize them
selves with the shortcomings of the 
bill. 

As I said earlier this morning, I am 
satisfied that orice the Congress comes 

the direction of the 1946 Atomic Energy Act. 
we believe that the patent provisions of the 
new blll are still complicated, the proce
dures to be followed by the COmmission in 
compulsory licensing are not well defined, 
and the way is opened for favoritism in 
the granting of exclusive patents. 

2. Construction of nuclear reactors for 
power production: For all practical purposes, 
the Atomic Energy Commission and other 
Federal agencies are prohibited from build
ing nuclear reactors for the commercial gen
eration of electric power. 

to understand what the people will say Let me digress to say that I am not 
about the glaring inequities of the bill, impressed with the opinion that because 
Congress, under its obligations, within a there are no words of prohibition in the 
representative government, will change bill in a strictly literal sense, the Com
its course of action on the bill, and we mission is not prohibited. If they are 
will get a reconsideration of the Fergu- to have the affirmative power, Congress 
son amendment, which has already been has to grant it to them, and the affirma
agreed to, which was a great mistake, tive power is not given them in the bill. 
in my judgment, and we will get other When we get through with the amend
amendments added to the bill which will ments being o:fiered, such as the John
correct some of the shortcomings which son amendment, the affirmative power 
many of us have been protesting. will be in the measure. 

The Public Power Association letter The letter continues: 
continues: Since the Federal Government to date has 

Thus far, much of the Senate debate has invested some $12 billion in the field of 
centered about the so-called Dixon-Yates atomic energy, and since the Federal Gov
proposal by which a private utility holding ernment will continue to retain ownership 
company combine would furnish 600,000 to nuclear materials, it would seem that the 
kilowatts of power to the Tennessee Valley Government should not be prohibited from 
Authority, as a replacement for power which building pilot or "yardstick" plants for the 
TVA now furnishes the Atomic Energy Com- generation of electric power, particularly in 
mission. · view of the fact that the Atomic Energy 

Under this arrangement, the AEC would ' Commission itself is the largest single con
be used as a broker to buy power for the sumer of electricity in the world, its re
TVA is already adequately furnishing the quirements exceeding about 5 miiiion kilo
power requirements of the AEC. It has been watts of capacity. Certainly the Federal 
estimated that under the Dixon-Yates con- Government should not be prohibited from 
tract the additional cost of power to the supplying its own needs for power. 
AEC would range from $3,685,000 a year to To prohibit the Government from con
$5,567,000 a year. Moreover, the Federal structing plants of its own would be the 
Government would reimburse the Dixon- same as saying to the Government that it 
Yates combine for its payment of Federal had ownership of the navigable streams of 
income taxes-a scheme which we under- the Nation, but could not build hydroelectric 
stand is unprecedented in the history of our power facilities. 
Government. 3. Preference in power marketing: In any 

Although the Dixon-Yates controversy is incidental surplus power which the Atomic 
extremely important particularly from the Energy Commission may produce as a by
standpoint of the future of TVA, the debate product to experimental work, the present 
on this contract has largely obscured from bill does not require that the Commission 
public view some of the extremely important give a preference to local public agencies 
power and related provisions of the atomic and rural electric cooperatives in the mar
energy legislation. They are as follows: keting of such power. Such nonprofit agen-

1. Patents: Testimony which representa- cles are given preference in the marketing 
tives of our association presented to the of federally produced hydroelectric power, 
Joint committee on Atomic Energy on May the first such preference condition having 
12, 1954, described the patent provisions of been adopted by ?ongress in 1906. · 
the identical bills then before the commit- 4. Issuance of licenses: In the future, both 
tee (S. 3323 and H. R. 8862) as affording local public and private power systems, as 
"opportunity for the creation of a monopoly well as rural electric cooperatives, will be 
on a scale never before known in America." required to come before the Atomic Energy 

· Commission to obtain 40-year licenses to 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The build powerplants for the .commercial pro

Senator will suspend to receive a mes- duction of electric power from nuclear rna
sage from the President of the United terials. Here we are confronted with a situ
States. ation similar to that of the Federal Power 

(At 10 o'clock and S5 minutes a. m. Act, since non-Federal agencies are required 
to go before the Federal Power Commission 

a message was received from the Presi- to obtain a license to build hydroelectric 
dent of the United States, which appears power projects on navigable streams. But 
elsewhere in the RECORD.) whereas the Federal Power Act required that 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish the Federal Power Commission give prefer
to point out how cooperative I am. I ence to applications submitted by local pub
would not think of interrupting the lie agencies, no such condition is included 

· President's program the way the Presi- in the pending atomic energy legislation. 
dent is interrupting my program. I be- 5. Following procedures of Federal Power 

Act: As noted above, the Atomic Energy 
lieve it desirable that the American peo- commission, under the pending bill, would 
pie make very clear to the White House be authorized to issue 40-year licenses for 
their interest in this program which the nuclear power facilities. Yet, none of the 
opponents of the pending bill are :fight- significant regulatory procedures contained 
ing for, in the public welfare. in the Federal Power Act have been included 

I now return to the letter: in the atomic energy legislation to govern 
the conduct of the Commission in issuing 

Although we believe that the patent fea- such licenses. 
tures of the bill presently before the Senate To correct these serious deficiencies, we 
have been improved by their alteration in urge your support o! amendments, most or 

all of which have already been introduced 
in the Senate, which would do the follow
ing: 

1. Prohibit the signing of the Dixon-Yates 
contract, which we believe is not only con
trary to the purposes of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, but would be a devious means 
of opening the door to destruction of the 
TV A power system. 

2. Substitute for the applicable provisions 
of the Cole-Hickenlooper bill the essential 
provisions of the 1946 Atomic Energy Act re
lating to patents. 

3. Permit the Government itself, where 
specifically authorized by the Congress, to 
build nuclear powerplants. 

4. Require that the Atomic Energy Com
mission give a preference to local public 
agencies and rural electric cooperatives in 
the marketing of power from federally 
owned nuclear-power facilities. 

5. Require that local public agencies and 
rural electric cooperatives receive a prefer
ence in obtaining licenses for nuclear power 
facilities, where there is a limitation on the 
availability of such materials. 

6. Bring the licensing provisions of the 
Atomic Energy Act into line with the pro
cedures established under the Federal Power 
Act. 

The American people can rightly take pride 
in the careful manner in which the Congress, 
over the past 50 years, has developed legisla
tion which protects for all Americans their 
rights to natural resources. We are at the 
threshold today of developing for the benefit 
of many future generations an entirely new 
source of energy. Depending upon the man
ner in which Congress acts upon the pending 
legislation, this energy source-holding such 
bright potentialities for the future-can 
either be developed for the benefit of all 
Americans, or it will become the province of 
a relatively few large corporations. 

Unless the amendments to which we have 
referred are adopted, we fear that the latter 
will be the result. 

We, therefore, strongly urge that the Con
gress, in formulating legislation of such 
transcendent importance, follow the same 
principles which in the past half century 
have guided the actions of Congress in pre
serving a national resource for the benefit of 
all the people. 

In submitting these recommendations we 
do not in any sense advocate a Federal Gov
ernment monopoly in the field of nuclear 
energy, just as we do not advocate a Federal 
or public power monopoly in the electric in
dustry. Local public agencies, whom we rep
resent, and private companies should be per
mitted to share in the opportunity of mak
ing this resource available to all the people. 
But the Federal Government, which in the 
first instance has made this resource avail
able through the expenditure of some $12 
billion of tax funds, should not abdicate its 
responsibility by permitting unbridled ex
ploitation of this resource or licensing of its 
use under loose procedures which do not 
protect the public interest. 

Sincerely, 
ALEX RADIN, 

GeneraL Manager. 

Mr. President, I want to commend 
publicly Mr. Alex Radin and his organi
zation, the American Public Power Asso
ciation, for the clear statement of the 
association's views on this bill. They are 
views which, for the most part, I share. 
I think they are views which should re
ceive the careful reading and attention 
of the Senate of the United States. I 
think they are views which for the most 
part should be enacted by way of amend· 
ments to this bill; and I shall continue 
to do what I can to secure the enactment 
of such amendments. 
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Now, Mr-. President, I want to read 
into the RECORD a telegram I have re
ceived from Mr. J. E. Smith, president, 
for the board of directors of the Na
tional Rural Electric Cooperative Asso
ciation. This, too, may have been used 
by other speakers. It cannot be used too 
much. It cannot be repeated too often. 
Here are the grassroots of America 
again being heard from. Here is the tel
egram, dated July 21: 

By resolution passed unanimously at a 
meeting of the Board of Directors of the Na
tional Rural Electric Cooperative Association 
at Wausau, Wis., July 21, 1954, the following 
message is sent to all Members of the Con
gress: 

"It is our firm belief that the atomic ener
gy program, developed with the people's 
funds to the extent of $12 billion, is a part 
of the public domain as much as public 
lands, the navigable rivers and other re
sources long considered to be the people's 
property. We feel most strongly that this 
is the basic premise which should guide the 
Congress in the consideration of S. 3690 and 
H. R. 9757. 

"We commend those Members of the Sen
ate who have courageously set forward the 
issues in S. 3690 and urge the continuation 
.of debate until all issues are clarified and 
the bill satisfB,ctorily amended. 

"We urge that the licensing provisions and 
procedures be brought into line by appro
priate amendments to make such licensing 
subject to the same safeguards applicable 
to water resources under the Federal Power 
Act. This includes public notice to interest
ed parties, public hearings, and preference 
to public bodies and cooperatives on all li
censes for the construction, operation and 
fueling of atomic establishments for the 
production of electric power. 

"We oppose the granting of private patents 
on discoveries made with Government funds, 
in the past or the future, directly or indirect
ly, and we urge compulsory licensing of all 
patents affecting the use of this great re
source. No private monopoly should be 
permitted to jeopardize the domestic welfare 
and national security. 

"We urge that preference in the purchase 
of electric energy generated as a byproduct 
of the atomic energy program be given to 
public bodies and cooperatives. Section 44 
should be so amended. 

"We urge amendment of the b1lls to em
power the Atomic Energy Commission to con
struct and operate or license any other Fed
eral agency to construct and operate electric 
generating facilities, and that preference in 
the purchase of electricity generated in such 
facilities be given to public bodies and co
operatives. 

"We deplore the attempt to use the Atomic 
Energy Commission to open the way for in
-vasion of TV A by the private power com
panies via the so-called Dixon-Yates con
tract, and we urge both Houses to amend 
the Atomic Energy Act to specifically forbid 
the signing of such contracts. 

"We urge the Congress to recognize the 
vital importance of this wholesale revision 
of the Atomic Energy Act; that the Congress 
recognize that S. 3690 and H. R. 9757 are 
primarily electric power bills, and that the 
rights of the people to the full benefits of 
their investments of $12 billion be recognized 
and safeguarded against monopolistic re
straints and exploitation, through licenses, 
patents, subsidies for atomic fuel and any 
and all other devices." 

J. E. SMITH, President 
(For the Board of Directors of Na

tional Rural Electric Coopera
tive Association). 

Mr. President, I also want to commend 
publicly Mr. Smith and the association. 

I want to commend the REA's through
out the country. I want to commend 
the membership of the REA's throughout 
the country for the valiant support they 
have given in the past, as they are giving 
it today, to those who have fought in 
the Congress of the United States to 
protect the public interest in the natural 
resources of the country. 

It is a ha:;.·d fight. I have said else
where, and I repeat here, I suppose it is 
a fight that is never won, but it is a 
fight that we must never permit to be 
lost. It is a fight we must keep alive, 
Mr. President. We must never retreat 
on this issue, because what we are fight
ing for is really to protect the people's 
property in the natural resources of the 
country; and that has been the record 
of the REA. I was deeply moved by the 
telegram from Smith, because I think it 
.is a very concise and clear analysis of 
some of the major deficiencies of this bill, 
and I consider it to be of imperative im
portance that we proceed with amend
ments which will correct the defects and 
shortcomings that both Smith and Alex 
Radin, representing those two great or
ganizations, have pointed out . 

Mr. President, my attention has just 
been called to a very interesting para
graph under the heading in today's New 
York Times "Highlights of News Par
ley": 

Atomic Energy Commission: He did not 
know that 3 of the 5 members had opposed 
the signing of the private power contracts 
he had ordered; besides he did not believe 
the Commission was independent in the 
sense that the ICC or FCC was. 

It is an interesting statement. Of 
course, I would respectfully make a sug
gestion or two. I would suggest that that 
is all the more reason why we should 
not be having so-called "official spokes
men" of the Atomic Energy Commission; 
and the President had better familiarize 
himself with the five spokesmen of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, who, under 
the law as it now exists-and I hope we 
keep it that way-have equal responsi
bility in exercising jurisdiction over 
policy formation in the field of atomic
energy development. 

I · am quite surprised at what I am 
sure is common public knowledge, that 
three members of the Commission did 
not approve the Dixon-Yates contract, 
and that that fact was unknown to the 
President of the United States. I think 
he ought to get some new advisers. He 
ought to find out why that barrier is ap
parently maintained between himself 
and the news. He ought to be told these 
things, and I think somebody should 
hang his head in regret to let the Presi
dent of the United States get into a news 
conference and have a question put to 
him such as Doris Fleeson is reported 
in the newspaper to have put to him, 
and that he made such a response as he 
did, showing such a lack of information 
and knowledge of something that is com
mon knowledge to the public generally. 

The item in the New York Times, in 
part reads: 

DoRis FLEESON of the United Features~ 
Mr. President, one of the major points in the 
debate on the Atomic Energy Commission
TVA contract today arose out o:f testimony 
before the Joint Committee on Atomic 

Energy that three Commissioners of the 
Atomic Energy Commission opposed signing 
the con tract. 

Therefore, the Senators are arguing the 
question of whether the President has the 
power to order independent agencies to take 
action that their administrators or a com
mission majority oppose. Would you dis
cuss your attitude toward that problem? 

Answer. Well, he was not going to discuss 
it very greatly, very obviously. He had an 
Attorney General and, when there was a 
matter of legality arose, why, he had to be 
governed by what the legal staff of that of
fice decided was correct, because, they would 
remember this: 

It wasn't always a matter of taking author
ity in these cases, it was a matter of some
body exercising responsibility, and someone 
had to do it. And, frequently, he supposed 
lots of people would like to get out of exer
cising responsibility, but you had to do it 
when the chips were down. 

Now, in this one, she was telling him 
things and she was giving him a premise 
that he didn't know existed. But he would 
say this: 

The Atomic Energy Commission, he did not 
believe, was an independent commission in 
tlle sense that the ICC or FCC was. It was 
something that he was compelled to take 
action on and over which to exercise super
vision. 

I shall leave it to the reader to deter
mine how responsive that was. It was 
responsive enough, and only enough, to 
show that the President did not know the 
facts; and when he talks about responsi
bility, in his answer to the question, he 
had better find out who was responsible 
for letting him, in that press conference, 
disclose such gross ignorance of what 
the Atomic Energy Commission had de
cided in regard to the contract. That 
kind of lack of knowledge, Mr. President, 
at the White House level, frightens me. 
Would anybody think that is safe for 
democracy? Why then, Mr. President, 
talk about not checking the President? 

Talk about not writing into the bill a 
provision that- will prevent him from or
dering the signing of a contract, when 
apparently he did not know that 3 out 
of the 5 Commissioners thought it would 
be very unsound public policy. In fact, 
Mr. President, there is very serious ques
tion whether the legal authority to do 
that exists. 

Mr. President---
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN

NETT in the chair) . The Senator from 
Oregon has the :floor. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should 
like to see the opinion of the Attorney 
General, to which I referred earlier this 
morning, which-if it exists-apparently 
came into existence subsequent to the 
Attorney General's appearance on the 
Meet-the-Press program some days ago, 
because, judging from his remarks on 
that program, he had not then been ap
prised of this situation. 

But the remarks credited to the Presi
dent would seem to indicate that the · 
President felt that he had at that time 
an opinion of the Attorney General. If 
so, I should like to see it. 

Mr. President, I try to be a good sol
dier. My associates in the ranks and 
my superior officers-all of us being to
gether in this battle-have told me 
.there is much ammunition ready for the 
batteries and there are many gunners 
ready to shoot. So in a short time I 
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shall yield, under orders. I shall do so to come in and help defend the right 
reluctantly, because I feel in fine shape. of the Senate of the United States to 
I suggested to them, in whispered con- use the parliamentary rules to protect 
versation, "You had better let me con- the people, so long as those rules re
tinue for a while." But they expressed main unchanged on the statute books. 
a desire to use me later in the fray. Mr. My friend, the Senator from Georgia, 
President, they need not worry about and I disagree on how the rules should 
that, for I could continue now and could be changed so a minority can be pro
still take part in the fray, later on. tected. But so long as the rules we now 

But, Mr. President, I am about to yield have remain on the books--for the var
the floor, although at this time I wish to ious reasons I set forth earlier in my 
point out some of the things I shall dis- speech today-! intend to use them; and 
cuss before the debate is over. I do not intend to fly under any false 

I shall discuss some of the tax fea- colors, as regards what I am doing. On 
· tures of the bill. the contrary, I have sent to the desk my 

Mr. President, I am glad to see my resolution on filibusters, although I do 
t f S th c r not expect to have it taken up. As 

friend, the Sena or rom ou aro rna Senators will recall, it was not taken up 
[Mr. JoHNSTON] enter the Chamber. 
Earlier in the day I talked about the en- during the tidelands debate, either. But 
listment in the people's cause in this until it is taken up and until some such 
:fight, and I am proud to be a soldier in resolution is adopted, we shall stand 
the ranks, with the Senator from South shoulder to shoulder, protecting the pee
Carolina. In connection with these pie's interest in the domain that belongs 
great issues of protecting the people's to the people, including the public power 
interest in the natural resources, I al- domain. 
ways find that at all times he is ready I know that my good friend, the 
and willing to stand up and be counted Senator from Georgia, is just aching to 
and to fight, using every parliamentary participate in the debate, being the mas
means at his disposal, to protect the in- ter of filibustering in the Senate that 
terests of the people. he is. In fact, I do not think there is 

So 1 am delighted to see him in the a keener technician, strategist, and 
scholar of filibustering in the Senate 

Chamber. I have a little "Dutch uncle" than the great junior Senator from 
advice to give him: Let us repair to some Georgia [Mr. RussELL]. He knows this 
spot for refreshment and repose, while field of action so well, that he knows 
our cohorts bring up their battalions, that if his urge to say something is al
and inform the American people what lowed to materialize while I have the 
they are about to lose if this bill passes; fioor, it can occur only when 1 yield to 
and then the Senator from South Caro- him for a question-and only for a ques
lina and I will return, in the wee hours tion. In fact, Mr. President, he taught 
of the morning, and beat the robins to it. me that lesson when I came here some 9 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. years ago. [Laughter.] 
Mr. Presidentr- I think I learned well under the 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, Mr. President, I tutelage of the Senator from Georgia, 
cannot yield, except for a question. because one would have to be an im-

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. possible student not to learn under the 
Mr. President, is it not true that both the tutelage of .the Senator from Georgia, 
Senator from Oregon and I can be back who is so keen in the matter of parlia
here this evening-and is this not espe- mentary battles--so keen, in fact, that 
cially true of him, inasmuch as I feel I wish to express to him publicly my ap
very fresh this morning, and quite preciation for his tutorship and for the 
"ready to go"-and then can continue great lessons he taught me. He taught 
to carry the fight into the night and on me, Mr. President; and I have learned 
into the future? much at his feet; and I have no doubt 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, Mr. President, there that I shall learn more from him now, 
is something stimulating about staying if we wishes me to yield for a question. 
here late at night and in the middle of Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the 
the night and early in the morning, and Senatqr yield for a question? 
fighting for the people's cause-even Mr. MORSE. Yes; for a question only. 
though almost alone. sometimes. But Mr. RUSSELL. I wish to ask the Sen-
as one stands here, he can just imagine ator from Oregon whether he realizes 
the spirits of great liberals who fought · that, of course, everyone thoroughly ap
this battle more effectively than the preciates compliments? 
Senator from South Carolina and I, in But I wish particularly to ask the 
our feeble way, can ever fight it; but Senator from Oregon whether he real
they fought it and they made a record izes that my views on this matter are 
which we cannot justify walking out on. somewhat different from his, in that he 
We must stand here firm, and must sup- utilizes something of which he disap
port the record of such great liberals proves, whereas, insofar as the junior 
as La Follette, Norris, Borah, Johnson, Senator from Georgia is concerned, he 
and the many others. believes in the right of unlimited debate 

As I said earlier today, I know the under any circumstances, regardless of 
Senator from South Carolina agrees whether he may agree with the thesis of 
with me that here are a couple of sol- those who have the ftoor. 
diers that the generalship in this battle Mr. MORSE. You see, Mr. President, 
can count on to the very last--and let the only difference between the junior 
me say we do not drop very easily, either. Senator from Georgia and myself is that 

Mr. President, I see my friend, the I am more selective than he; that is all. 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] Mr; RUSSELL. Mr. President, I 
now on the floor. He may be surprised to should like to ask the Senator from Ore
find the situation such that he may wish gon another question, if he will yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a questio~ 
Mr. President. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Going to the last 
analysis, does the Senator from Oregon 
think that if there were a State which 
had no law against murder, that would 
justifying a person in killing 2 or 3 other 
persons--until the State could pass a 
law against murder? 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, no. But I would 
call that a surprisingly false analogy, for 
an intellect as keen as that of the Sena
tor from Georgia to use on me, by way of 
a rebuttal reference. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Does not the Senator 
from Oregon know that what I am trying 
to do is to get him firmly on my side of 
this question, where he will grant that 
the Senate of the United States is the 
last bulwark of the liberties of the Amer
ican people, and that there should not 
be gag rule in the Senate of the United 
States? 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, I am unalterably 
opposed to gag rule. · So in my resolu
tion, I propose that there be 96 hours of 
debate after a cloture petition has been 
filed. That is a very long time for de
bate. So my friend, the Senator from 
Georgia, and I differ in respect to degree. 

But, Mr. President, perhaps some Sen
ator would like to move that the unfin
ished be laid aside, and that the Senate 
may proceed to consider my resolution. 
If any Senator would care to make such 
a motion, I would be delighted to discuss 
for some time with my friend, the Sen
ator from Georgia, what I think are the 
advantages and superiorities of my res
olution over the present cloture rule. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield for an
other question? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes; for another ques
tion. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I should like to ask 
the Senator from Oregon how many 
Senators could speak, under his rule, if 
all of them wished to express themselves 
at as great length as the Senator from 
Oregon is capable of doing-and in which 
I support him, let me say. Is it not true 
that it would not be possible for more 
than approximately three Members of 
the Senate to speak after the petition 
for cloture was filed, under such an 
arrangement? 

Mr. MORSE. Of course, I may say to 
the Senator from Georgia that I am 
rather realistic about that. There are 
not very many Members of the Senate 
like us. [Laughter.] So I think we 
would have plenty of time. . 

Mr. RUSSELL. I should like to ask 
the Senator from Oregon whether, of 
course, that prediction is based on the 
premise that the Senator from Oregon 
decided to speak first? [Laughter.] 
Otherwise, I would have difficulty in 
obtaining an opportunity to speak. 

Mr. MORSE. I am sure I would ex
press the point of view. of the Senator 
from Georgia if I were to speak first, and 
thus I would save his energy. And I 
should like to do that at times, here in 
the Senate, except in the parliamentary 
procedure battle. 

But in the present case I wish to save 
his energy. I hope he will go into medi
tation with himself, today; and if he 
does, I think I can hear him say to 
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himself, "I must come to the aid of those 
fellows, because, after an, a very im
portant principle is at stake here." 

And let me· say that the generals
either General GORE or General HILL
will accept at any time the enlistment of 
the Senator from Georgia, for the re
cruiting office is open; and what a great 
strengthening of the army that would 
be. [Laughter.] 
· Mr. President, in closing I wish to say 
that I see a great conservationist on the 
floor of the Senate; I see a great Ameri
can; I see a great statesman; I see one 
of the giants among the liberal force
the great JIM MURRAY, of Montana. I 
have not yet had a chance to congratu
late him publicly on the great victory 
he has just won in the primary contest 
in the State of Montana. I now wish to 
congratulate him; and I desire to point 
out that on just such issues as the one 
on which we are fighting this fight, the 
Senator from Montana, before some of 
us even thought of entering American 
politics-certainly that is true of this 
speaker-was marching up and down 
Montana, fighting to protect the people's 
interest in the great natural resources of 
the country. His is a magnificent record, 
in keeping with the spirit and objectives 
of the great Norris. So I wish to say 
publicly to JIM MURRAY that I am greatly 
indebted to him for the inspiration he 
has given me in our various natural
resource fights in the Senate, and for 
the leadership he has given our cause. 
It is my sincere hope that, come Novem
ber, he will be returned to the Senate of 
the United States by the largest majority 
the people of Montana ever gave a Sena
torial candidate in all the history of that 
State. 

Well, Mr. President, I am through for 
the time being, with these few volleys. 
Later, I think we shall have to use some 
atomic weapons. [Laughter.] But we 
will be ready. 

I say now, Mr. President-not face
tiously, but seriously-that it is impor
tant that the American people wake up, 
before it is too late, to the losses they will 
suffer if this bill in its present form 
should pass. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. '!'he 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Burke 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
CasP. 
Chavez 
Clements 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Crippa 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Eastland 

Ervin Kilgore 
Ferguson Knowland 
Flanders Kuchel 
Frear Langer 
Fulbright Lehman 
George Lennon 
Gillette Long 
Goldwater Magnuson 
Gore · Malone 
Green Mansfield 
Hayden Martin 
Hendrickson Maybank 
Hennings McCarran 
Hickenlooper McCarthy 
Hill Millikin 
Holland Monroney 
Humphrey Morse 
Ives Mundt 
Jackson Murray 
Jenner Neely 
Johnson, Colo. Pastore 
Johnson,Tex. Payne 
Johnston, S.C. Potter 
Kefauver Purtell 
Kennedy Reynolds 
Kerr Robertl)on 

Russell 
Sal tons tall 
Schoeppel 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 

Smith,-N. J. 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Thye 

Upton 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] is necessarily absent. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN
DER] and the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. McCLELLAN] are absent on official 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 
quorum is present. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were commu
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Tribbe, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced 
that the President had approved and 
signed the following acts: 

On July 19, 1954: 
S. 268. An act for the relief of Harold 

Trevor Colbourn; 
S . 1050. An act for t h e relief of Josephine 

Maria. Riss F ang; 
S. 1796. An act to incorporate the Board 

for Fundamenta l Education; 
S . 2468. An act to authorize the President 

to appoint to the grade of general in the 
Army of the United States those officers who, 
in grade of lieutenant general, during World 
War II commanded the Army Ground Forces, 
commanded an Army, commanded Army 
forces which included a field army and sup
porting units, or commanded United States 
forces in China and served as chief ·of staff 
to Generalissimo Chiang K ai-shek in the 
China Theater of Operations, and for other 
purposes; and 

S. 3196. An act for the relief of Dr. Helen 
Maria Roberts (Helen Maria Rebalska ). 

On July 20, 1954: 
S . 1303. An act to provide for the expedi

tious n aturalization of former citizens of 
the United States who have lost United 
States citizenship by voting in a political 
election or plebiscite held in occupied Japan. 

On July 22, 1954: 
S. 3605. An act to abolish the offices of 

Assistant Treasurer and Assistant Register of 
the Treasury and to prpvide for an Under 
Secretary for Monetary Affairs and an addi
tional Assistant Secretary in the Treasury 
Department. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HO'VSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the House had 
passed, without amendment, the follow
ing bills of the Senate: 

S. 2380. An act to amend the Mineral 
Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, as amend
ed; and 

S. 2381. An act to amend section 27 of the 
Mineral Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, as 
amended, in order to promote the develop
ment of oil and gas on the public domain. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. R. 6393. An act granting the consent 
and approval of Congress to an interstate 
forest fire protection compact; 

H . R. 7130. An act to amend the Immi
gration and Nationality Act to provide for 
the loss of nationality of persons convicted 
of certain crimes; 

H. R. 8180". An act to increase the amount 
of Federal aid to State or Territorial homes 
for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, 
and airmen of the United States; 
· H. R. 8658. An act to amend t itle 18, 

United States Code, to provide for the pun
ishment of persons who jump bail; 

H. R. 9020. An act to provide increases in 
the monthly rates of compensation payable 
to certain veterans and their dependents; 

H. R·. 9804. An act · to authorize the ap
pointment in a civilian position in the De
partment of Justice of Maj. Gen. Frank H. 
Partridge, United States Army, retired, and 
for other purposes; and 

H . R. 9888. An act to amend the laws 
granting education. and training benefits to 
certain veterans to extend the period during 
which such benefits may be offered. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the following 
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 258) 
to extend the greetings and felicitations 
of Congress to Hon. Herbert Hoover on 
the 80th anniversary of his birth, August 
10, 1954, in which it requested the con
currence of the Senate: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the Congress 
of the United States hereby extends to the 
Honorable Herbert Hoover its greetings and 
felicitations on the 80th anniversary of his 
birth, August 10, 1954. 

SEc. 2. The Congress expresses its admira
tion and gratitude to Mr. Hoover for his long 
years of devoted service to his native land 
and to the world in general in many differ
ent capacities. 

SEc. 3. The Congress is especially appre
ciative of his willingness to accept cheerfully 
the heavy burden of serving as Chairman of 
the second Commission on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the Government, 
which is an arm of the Congress, in order 
to complete the work so well begun a few 
years ago by a similar commission under 
his chairmanship. 

SEc. 4. The Congress expresses the hope 
and desire that Divine Providence may per
mit Herber Hoover to be spared to give many 
more productive years of honored service to 
humanity and to his beloved country. 

SEc. 5. A copy of this resolution shall be 
transmitted to America's elder statesman, 
the Honorable Herbert Hoover. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills and joint resolu
tion, and they were signed by the Presi
dent pro tempore: 

H. R . 4854. An act to authorize the Sec
retary of the Interior to construct, operate, 
and maintain the irrigation works com
prising the Foster Creek division of the 
Chief Joseph Dam project, Washington; 

H. R. 7434. An act to establish a National 
Advisory Committee on Education; 

H. R. 7601. An act to provide for a White 
House Conference on Education; 

H. R . 8571. An act to authorize the con
struction of naval vessels, and for other 
purposes; 

H . R. 9040. An act to authorize cooperative 
research in education; and 

H . J. Res. 534. Joint resolution to author
ize the Secretary of Commerce to sell cer
tain war-built passenger-cargo vessels, and 
for other purposes. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
BUSINESS 

By unanimous consent, the ·following 
routine business was transacted: 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 

ETC. 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 

SALARY OF COMMISSIONER • OF PATENTS 

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to fix the salary of the Commissioner of 
Patents, and for other purposes (with· ac
companying papers); to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 
REPORT ON NUMBER OF PROFESSORS AND IN

STRUCTORS AT UNITED STATES NAVAL POST
GRADUATE SCHOOL 

A letter from the Under Secretary of the 
N:wy, reporting, pursuant to law, on the 
number of professors and instructors em
ployed at the United States Naval Postgradu
ate School, together with the amount of 
their compensation; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 
REPORT ON COOPERATION WITH MEXICO IN 

CONTROL AND ERADICATION OF FOOT-AND• 
MOUTH DISEASE 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a confidential report on cooperation of the 
United States with Mexico in the control and 
eradication of foot-and-mouth disease, for 
the month of May 1954 (with an accompany
ing report); to the Committee on Agricul
ture and F<?restry. 
REPORT ON TORT CLAIMS PAID BY POST OFFICE 

DEPARTMENT 

A letter from the Deputy Postmaster Gen
eral, transmitting pursuant to law, a report 
on tort claims paid by the Post Office De
partment during the fiscal year 1954 (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

PETITION 

day, and for other· purposes; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

(See the remarks of Mr. FREAR when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. BURKE: 
S. 3788. A bill for the relief of Robert 

Domm Woods; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. FERGUSON: 
S. 3789. A bill for the relief of Susanne 

Fellner; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. NEELY: 

S. 3790. A bill to provide grants to mu
nicipalities in those States which are par
ties to the Ohio River Valley Sanitation . 
Compact to aid in the construction of sew
age treatment works to prevent pollution of 
waters in the Ohio River basin; and 

S. 3791. A bill to amend the Water Pol
lution Control Act; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. DOUGLAS: 
S. 3792. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe 

Airo-Farulla and Joseph Antoine Airo
Farulla; and 

S. 3793. A bill for the relief of Angelo 
Spires Phillippas (George A. Phillips) and 
Loula Spires Phillippas (Lola Phillips); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McCARTHY: 
S. 3794. A bill to provide for the termina

tion of Government operations which are in 
competition with private enterprise; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

INCREASED RATION OF MILK FOR 
MEMBERS OF ARMED FORCES 
Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, I intro

duce for appropriate reference a bill to 
provide that the daily ration of person
nel in the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, 
Air Force, and Coast Guard shall in
clude at least one quart of milk per day, 
and for other purposes. Because of the 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the time element, I will seek a more appro
Senate a resolution adopted by the Board priate opportunity to explain the bill. 
of Supervisors, Los Angeles County, The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill 
Calif., favoring the enactment of Sen- will be received and appropriately re
ate bill 3594 and House bill 9538, to pro- ferred. 
teet the rights of vessels of the United The bill (S. 3787) to provide that the 
States on the high seas and in terri- ·daily ration of personnel in the Army, 
torial waters of foreign countries, which Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, and 
was referred to the Committee on Inter- Coast Guard shall include at least one 
state and Foreign Commerce. quart of milk per day, and for other 

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 

purposes, introduced by Mr. FREAR, was 
received, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Armed 

The following report of a committee Services. 
was submitted: 

By Mr. CORDON, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular A1Iairs, without amend
ment: 

H. R. 4690. A bill to provide for the erec
tion of appropriate markers in national 
cemeteries to honor the memory of mem
bers of the Armed Forces missing in action 
(Rept. No. 1970). 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 
S. 3786. A bill for the relief of Taghi Mir· 

sepassi, Heshmatol-Molouk Philsouf Mirse
passi, and Khadidje s. Mirsepassi; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FREAR: 
S. 3787. A bill to provide that the dally 

ration of personnel in the Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, Air Force, and Coast Guard 
shall include at least one quart of milk per 

MUTUAL SECURITY ACT OF 1954-
AMENDMENT 

Mr. SMATHERS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill (H. R. 9678) to promote 
the security and foreign policy of the 
United States by furnishing assistance 
to friendly nations, and for other pur
poses, which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1946-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. MORSE submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes, which was ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY submitted amend
ments intended to be orooosed by him 

to Senate bill 3690, supra, which were 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. ANDERSON submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to Senate bill 3690, supra, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

CONTROL OF LAKE LEVEL OF LAKE 
MICHIGAN 

Mr. FERGUSON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill <H. R. 3300) to author
ize the State of Illinois and the Sanitary 
District of Chicago, under the direction 
of the Secretary of the Army, to help 
control the lake level of Lake Michigan 
by diverting water from Lake Michigan 
into the Illinois waterway, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were severally read 

twice by their titles, and referred as 
indicated: 

H. R. 6393. An act granting the consent 
and approval of Congress to an interstate 
forest-fire protection compact; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry: 

H. R. 7130. An act to amend the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act to provide for the 
loss of nationality of persons convicted of 
certain crimes; 

H. R. 8658. An act to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to provide for the pun
ishment of persons who jump bail; and 

H. R. 9804. An act to authorize the ap
pointment in a civilian position in the De
partment of Justice of Maj. Gen. Frank H. 
Partridge, United States Army, retired, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 8180. An ·act to increase the amount 
of Federal aid to State or Territorial homes 
for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, 
and airmen of the United States; and 

H. R. 9888. An act to amend the laws 
granting education and training benefits to 
certain veterans to extend the period during 
which such benefits may be offered; to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

H. R. 9020. An act to provide increases in 
the monthly rates of compensation payable · 
to certain veterans and their dependents; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(For nomination this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE 

As in executive session, 
The following favorable report of a 

nomination was submitted: 
By Mr. WATKINS, from the Committee on 

the Judiciary: 
David John Wilson, of Utah, to be Judge 

of the United States Customs Court, vice 
:William P. Cole, Jr .• elevated. 
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EXECUTivE REPORTS OF A 
COMMITTEE 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
as in executive session, from the com
mittee on Armed Services I report fa
vorably approximately 2,400 routine 
nominations of officers in the N~vy and 
Marine Corps. 

In order to save the expense of print
ing on the Executive Calendar of this 
large number of names, which have al
ready . appeared once in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD, it is requested· that these 
nominations be ordered to lie on the 
Vice President's desk for the informa
tion of any Senator. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Massachusetts? The Chair hears 
none, and the nominations will be re
ceived and will lie on the desk. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, AR-
TICLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE 
RECORD 
On request, and by unanimous con

sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

By Mr. DUFF: 
Statement prepared by him on the men's 

apparel industry of Philadelphia. 

EMERGENCY SCHOOL CONSTRUC
TION-TELEGRAM 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I believe 
that my colleagues have received, as I 
have, a significant telegram from a nu~
ber of distinguished American orgaru
zations on behalf of the emergency 
school contruction bill which was re
ported by the Senate Labor Committee. 

I may say that I have received similar 
welcome messages from a considerable 
number of educators in my state, from 
the Milwaukee County Teachers Asso
ciatien, from superintendents of schools 
in the various counties, anti from many 
other groups. 

I earnestly trust that, although the 
hour is late in this 2d session of the 
83d Congress, that it will be feasible for 
both Chambers to complete final action 
on this proposed legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
telegram from these leading American 
groups, to which I have referred, be 
printed in the body of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the telegram 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., July 21, 1954. 
Senator ALEXANDER WILEY, 

United States Senate, 
washington D. C.: 

Following is the text of telegram sent to
day to President Eisenhower: 

"The people of the United States possess 
no more precious national treasure than the 
children enrolled in our schools. To safe
guard this resource and to meet the demands 
of increasing enrollments and rising birth 
rates, our schools must have more class
rooms. We believe that emergency funds 
should be provided to States and localities 
whose educational needs far surpass their 
available fiscal resources. For this reason 
we respectfully urge you to request Congress 
to giv;e favorable consideration to emergency 

public school construction bills introduced 
by Senator COOPER and 10 other Senators 
and by Representative F'REL.INGHUYSEN. Let
ter follows requesting personal interview 
with group representing the signers of this 
message. 

"American Association of School Adminis
trators; American Association of University 
Women; American Federation of Teachers; 
American Library Association; American 
Parents Comm·ittee; American Vocational 
Association; Congress of Industrial Organi
zations; Cooperative League of the United 
States of America; council of Chief State 
School Officers; Department of Classroom 
Teachers, NEA; Department of Rural Educa
tion, NEA; Friends Committee on National 
Legislation; Jewish War Veterans of the 
United States; National Association of Sec
ondary School Principals; National Congress 
of Parents and Teachers;· National Council of 
Jewish Women; National Education Asso
ciation; National Grange; National Jewish 
Welfare Board; Order of Railway Conduc-
tors." 

J. L. McCASKILL, 
Director, D ivision of Legis lation and 

Federal -Relations, National Edu
cati on Association. 

LOCAL-SERVICE AIRLINES 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, a most 

important piece of legislation passed the 
House this week·, and will soon be con
sidered by the Senate. I refer to H. R. 
8898, providing for the issuance of per
manent certificates to local-service air-
lines. · 

In this connection, I send to the desk 
the text of a brief statement I have made 
on this subject. I append the text of a 
letter which I had received from T. K. 
Jordan, director of the State aeronautics 
commission at Madison, and a telegram 
from Brad Taylor, chairman of the 
aeronautics committee, department of 
Wisconsin, American Legion, urging sup
port of the legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
statement and the appended letter and 
telegram be printed at this point in the . 
RECORD. 

There being no" objection, the state
ment, letter, and telegram were ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY 
Among those who contribute greatly to 

the advancement of American aviation are 
the local-service airlines. 

Since the beginning of their operations, 
shortly after World War II, the local-service 
airlines have made tremendous progress and 
have achieved an enviable record. 

Today there are 14 of them servicing 440 
communities in the United States. Of the 
440 communities, 260 are serviced by the 
airlines exclusively. They employ approxi
mately 1,000 trained pilots, and operate 150 
twin -engined aircraft. 

Within the past 5 years the local-service 
airlines have increased the number of pay
ing passengers from 425,000 in 1948 to 2,-
000,000 paying passengers in 1953. The 
commercial revenues of the airlines in 1948 
were only $5 million. Today they number 
$24 .. 3 million. The volume of airmail handled 
by the local carriers has increased from 
361,000 airmail-ton miles in 1948 to 976,000 
airmail-ton miles in 1953-almost a three
fold increase. 

I am proud that 2 of the 14 local carriers 
give service to my State of Wisconsin, 1 of 
them directly · serviciilg 13 communities. 
Last year this carrier served approximately 
176,575 passengers and handled over 2Y2 
million pounds of mail and express. · · 

Forty percent of the area of Wisconsin is 
within 25 miles of scheduled local air serv
ice, and it is estimated that 80 to 90 percent 
of the State's population is within an hour's 
easy drive of local air service. · 

When local-service airlines were first au
thorized to operate, the Civil Aeronautics 
Board considered it only an experimental 
venture, and granted to the airlines only 
temporary certificates. The purpose of this 
was so that the Board could better determine 
which areas wanted and would support air 
transportation services. 

The local airlines, however, have experi
enced great difficulty in securing adequate 
financing because of the temporary natm:e 
of their operating authority. As a result 1t 
was difficult to effectuate substantial reduc
tion in operation costs. Needed improve
ments were deferred and the regularity of 
service was interferred with. 

It has therefore become necessary for us 
to assure the local service airlines some de
gree of permanence in their operations. For 
that reason the House passed H. R. 8898, 
which bill will soon be considered by the 
Seriate. 

The legislation , has for its purpose the 
requiring of the issuance of permanent cer
tificates to· these 14 local-service airlines to 
enable them to continue providing air serv
ice to the small communities of this country. 

·The experimental period for these airlines 
is over. They have definitely demonstrated 
their usefulness to the public. They are now 
an important mode of transportation in the 
progress of our Nation's aviation. 

Enactment of this legislation will put the 
local service airlines on a more stable and 
steady footing. , 

It will contribute greatly to their financial 
stability, uplift their morale and encourage 
the citizens of the communities which they 
serve to really get behind them. The air
lines will be an increased asset to the well
being of this Nation. 

THE STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
STATE AERONAUTICS COMMISSION, 

Madison, July 21, 1954. 
Re bill S. 3759 
The P.:onorable ALEXANDER WILEY, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR WILEY: The State of Wis
consin and many of its communities are vi
tally interested in favorable consideration 
by the Senate of the subject bill. The bill 
proposes that permanent certificates of pub
lic convenience and necessity be issued to 
the 14 local service airlines presently operat
ing in the country under temporary certifi
cates. 

Wisconsin is served by two local service 
airline carriers-North Central Airlines (for
merly Wisconsin Central Airlines) and Ozark 
Air Lines. Attached is a map showing the 
extent of the service rendered by the two
above-mentioned local service carriers. 
From a standpoint of service, approximately 
40 percent of the area of Wisconsin is with
in 25 miles of local air service, and be
tween 80 percent and 90 percent of our popu
lation is within an easy hour's driving range 
of such service. 

North Central Airlines, presently serving 
13 Wisconsin communities, inaugurated serv
ice in 1948, and has made a remarkable 
growth in spite of numerous handicaps since 
that time. In 1953 Wisconsin communities 
on North Central (directly served) produced 
85,494 pasrengers, 640,749 pounds of mail, 
875,528 pounds of express, and received 91,~ 
081 inbound passengers, 364,780 pounds of 
inbound mail, and 673,317 pounds of inbound 
express. 

Ozark Air Lines has be\')n serving the State 
about a year and is developing substantial 
traffic out of Milwaukee, but I do not have 
figures readily at hand concerning the exact 
amount at this time, but the traffic is sub-
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stantial. Ozark Air Lines connects with 
many important Dlinois cities and St. Louis, 
Mo., on a route running southwest out of 
Milwaukee via Rockford, Ill. · 

All points served by both carriers are im· 
portant agricultural, recreational, and in· 
dustrial centers, to which air transporta
tion is of vital importance to our State and 
Nation. In addition, from a m111tary stand
point, local air service at La CroSEe, Wis., 
benefits Camp McCoy, 25 miles away, and 
the local air service at Madison is of ma
terial value to Truax Field. So is the local 
air service at Milwaukee and Duluth, Minn., 
helpful to the National Guard and Air De· 
fense Command at these places. 

The present temporary certificates intro
duce elements of uncertainty that are an
noying and expensive and unnecessary hand
icaps to both the local service carriers and 
the communities alike. 

All of the airports on which the local 
service carriers operate in Wisconsin are 
owned by local municipalities. These air· 
ports have a value in excess of $20 milllon. 
To keep these airports in condition to meet 
the future tramc needs requires long-range 
planning and improvements, and the uncer
tainties introduced by the local carrier's 
temporary certificates make it very dimcult, 
if not impossible in some cases, to carry out 
such projects. 

Because of the vital importance of local 
air service to the communities and to the 
State, the communities and the State feel 
compelled to become parties to Civil Aero
nautics Board certificate renewal cases, to 
be sure that our interests are properly rep
resented and recognized and that we do not 
suffer by default. This action is expensive, 
costing many thousands of dollars and tak
ing months of time on the part of communi
ties and the State of Wisconsin, to prove and 
reprove already established facts. 

From the local carriers' standpoint, tem
porary certificates make it dtmcult to finance 
operations, contract for housing and serv
ices on a long-range basis, and do business 
with the public and the communities they 
serve in an orderly and businesslike manner. 

North Central's certificate is up for re
newal in September 1955 and Ozark is pres
ently in process of renewal. We would urge 
that both be accorded · permanent certifi
cates without further expensive and time
consuming investigation and delay, through 
enactment of S. 3759. 

There seems to be a feeling in some quar
ters that the Government and communities 
and the States would be better protected by 
continuing the local service carriers on tem
porary certificates instead of on permanent 
certificates. We think that this is definitely 
a mistake and that all will be better served 
if the carriers are given permanent certifi
cates and be allowed to go about their busi
ness in an orderly and well-planned man
ner. Routes that have adequate potential 
to justify service will benefit through per
manent certificates and those routes that 
do not have adequate potential will prob
ably not succeed, no matter what kind of 
a certificate the carrier might hold. 

As far as airmail subsidy is concerned, 
the attitude toward such expenditures 
should be exactly the same, whether the 
carrier certificates are temporary or perma
nent. Since the proposed legislation pro
vides that permanent certificates will be 
granted except where the Civil Aeronautics 
Board determines that such service is in
adequate and inemcient, we believe that en
actment of S. 3759 will be a sound step for
ward in the development of air transporta
tion. 

Yours very truly, 
WISCONSIN STATE AERONAUTICS 

COMMISSION, 
T. K. JoRDAN, Director. 

MADISON, WIS., 
July 18, 1954. 

Senator ALEXANDER WILET, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C.: 
The American Legion, department of Wis

consin, in session in Madison has considered 
and sincerely feels that bill sponsored by 
Senators McCARRAN and BRICKER to grant cer-· 
tificates of unlimited duration to local
service airlines, including North Central 
Airlines, should have your full attention and 
support. Best regards from our organiza
tion. 

BRAD TAYLOR, 
Chairman, Aeronautics Committee, 

Department of Wisconsin American 
Legion. 

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES 
OF HEARINGS RELATIVE TO CON· 
TRffiUTION OF ATOMIC ENERGY 
TO MEDICINE 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Pres

ident, late yesterday the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Rules 
and Administration, the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. JENNER], and the distin
guished majority leader, the Senator 
from California [Mr. KNoWLAND], ex
pressed the desire to have the Senate 
consider House Concurrent Resolution 
257, involving the printing of 10,000 ad
ditional copies of hearings held by the 
joint committee, relative to the con .. 
tribution of atomic energy to medicine. 
At that time I was unable to discuss 
the concurrent resolution with members 
of the appropriate committee. 

In response to my request, the chair .. 
man of the committee withheld his re .. 
quest for consideration of the concurrent 
resolution until I was able to contact the 
Senators concerned. I have now done 
so, Mr. President, and I wish to express 
my appreciation to the distinguished 
chairman for withholding the concur .. 
rent resolution. I suggest to him that if 
it is called up now, I visualize no objec .. 
tion. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the concurrent 
resolution <H. Con. Res. 257) may be 
considered at this time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The con .. 
current resolution will be read for the 
information of the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the concur .. 
rent resolution <H. Con. Res. 257), as 
follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That there be 
printed for the use of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy 10,000 additional copies 
of the hearings relative to the contribution 
of atomic energy to medicine, held by the . 
said joint committee during the current 
Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
REYNOLDS in the chair) . Is there ob
jection to the present consideration of 
the concurrent resolution? 

There being no objection, the concur
rent resolution was considered and 
agreed to. 

~MINATION OF FEDERAL SUPER· 
VISION OVER PROPERTY OF CER· 
TAIN TRmES OF INDIANS IN 
STATE OF UTAH 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be· 

fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill 
<S. 2670) to provide for the termination 
of Federal supervision over the property 
of certain tribes, bands, and colonies of 
Indians in the State of Utah and the 
individual members thereof, and for 
other purposes, which was, on page 2. 
strike out lines 5 through 7 inclusive and 
insert "Tribe." 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate disagree to the 
amendment of the House, request a con .. 
ference with the House on the disagree .. 
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
that the Chair appoint the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. WAT .. 
KINS, Mr. DWORSHAK, and Mr. ANDERSON 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

ACTIONS FOR RECOVERY OF CER .. 
TAIN TAXES IN DISTRICT 
COURT&-CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 

submit a report of the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of 
the House to the bill (8. 252) to permit 
all civil actions against the United States 
for recovery of taxes erroneously or il
legally assessed or collected to be 
brought in the district courts with right 
of trial by jury. I ask unanimous con .. 
sent for the present consideration of the 
report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. -

The legislative clerk read the report, 
as follows: 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
252) to permit all civil actions against· the 
United States for recovery of taxes errone
ously or illegally assessed or collected to be 
brought in the district courts with right of 
trial by jury having met, after full and free 
conference have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: That the House recede from its 
amendments. 

PAT McCARRAN, 
ARTHUR V. WATKINS, 
HERMAN WELKER, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
KENNETH B. KEATING, 
S. J. CRUMPACKER, 
E. E. WILLIS, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the . report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
bill S. 252 was sponsored by the senior 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]. 
Its purpose is to permit all civil ·actions 
against the United States, for recovery 
of taxes erroneously or illegally assessed 
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or collected, to be brought in the district· 
courts, with right of trial by jury. 

At the present time such actions may 
be brought if the maximum amount in
volved does not exceed $10,000, but may 
not be brought if the amount in issue is 
greater than $10,000. Also, it is possible 
to bring an action against a former col
lector of interng,l revenue, or a director 
or former director of internal revenue, 
under the fiction that the action is 
against him in his individual capacity. 
The Government defends such actions. 
However, such an action may be brought 
only in the jurisdiction in which the 
defendant resides. Thus, there is no 
complete and speedy remedy available to 
the taxpayer in all instances. 

At the present time when an action is 
brought in the district court, under the 
$10,000 limit, there is no right of trial by 
jury. There is a right of trial by jury in 
the action brought against a former col
lector of internal revenue or a director 
or former director of internal revenue, in 
his individual capacity. 

The bill of the Senator from Georgia 
would permit a taxpayer to sue the 
United States in the district court of the 
district in which the taxpayer resides, 
and to have the right of trial by jury in 
connection with that action, without 
limitation on the amount involved. 

The House amended the bill so as to 
strike out the provision for the right of 
trial by jury. 

The Senate conferees insisted upon the 
Senate position, and the conference was 
deadlocked for more than a year. The 
House conferees have now receded com
pletely, and the House has approved the 
conference report, eliminating the House 
amendment, and reverting to the bill as 
it was passed by the Senate. · 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
may be printed in the RECORD at this 
point, as a part of my remarks, the state
ment by the managers on the part of the 
House, a copy of which I send forward. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART OF 

THE HOUSE ON THE BILL (S. 252) To PERMIT 
ALL CIVIL ACTIONS AGAINST THE UNITED 
STATES FOR RECOVERY OF TAXES ERRONE
OUSLY OR !LLEGALL Y ASSESSED OR COLLECTED 
To BE BROUGHT IN THE DISTRICT COURTS 
WITH RIGHT OF TRIAL BY JURY 

The Senate bill would permit a taxpayer 
to sue the United States in the District Court 
of the District in which the taxpayer resides 
to recover internal revenue taxes erroneously 
or illegally assessed or collected, and to have 

ernment of the- United States defends those 
suits and pays any judgment entered against 
the defendant thei;ein, the effect of the en
actment of H. R. 4401 would be similar to 
that of S. 252. That is, each bill would 
permit actions for the recovery of taxes 
erroneously or illegally assessed or collected 
to be brought in the district court of the 
taxpayer's residence, with right of trial by 
jury. 

The House conferees have concluded that 
to accomplish this desirable result through 
continued preservation of the fiction that 
the action is against an individual (i. e., 
the director or former director or former 
collector of Internal Revenue)-rather than 
against the Government itself-is unwar
ranted. The conferees believe it to be the 
better practice to grant taxpayers a direct 
action against the United States, as the Sen
ate bill provides, without compelling tax
payers to forego the right of trial by jury, 
which they now can obtain in an action 
against a former collector or director. While 
it is most unlikely that juries in such cases 
are fooled into thinking the defendant col
lector or director himself is required to pay 
any such judgment out of his own funds, 
any legal fiction which might result in plac
ing such an unfair burden upon the tax
payer-plaintiff deserves to be stricken from 
our law. The House conferees have there
fore discarded the reasoning that it would 
be a harmful precedent to permit jury trials 
in cases of this class. There appears to be 
no more danger of excessive jury verdicts in 
cases where the Government itself is sued 
tban in cases where the collecting officer 
of the Government is sued. In either case 
recovery is limited to the amount of taxes 
erroneously or illegally collected. It is there
fore the conclusion of the House conferees 
that the Senate bill, in granting jury trials 
in actions of this nature by express statu
tory provisions rather than by use of a legal 
fiction, is the more desirable method. 

Although the conference committee did 
not have before it the bill H. R. 4401, in 
view of the approval given by the House 
through its action on that bill to the prin
ciple of a jury trial in actions by taxpayers 
to recover income taxes illegally or errone
ously collected, the managers on the part 
of the House feel further justified thereby 
in acceding to the Senate bill which applies 
this accepted principle of a jury trial to 
similar actions authorized therein to be 
brought against the Government itself. 

KENNETH B . KEATING, . 
S. J. CRUMPACKER, 
E . E. WILLIS, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I now move, Mr. 
President, that the Senate approve the 
conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the confer
ence report. 

The report was agreed to. 

the right of trial by jury. 
The House amendment would have stricken REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 

from the bill the provisions authorizing a ACT OF 1946 
trial by jury in such actions at the request The Senate resumed the consideration 
of either party. This amendment was predi- of th b "ll (S 3690) t d th At · 
cated primarily, if not exclusively, upon the . e 1 · 0 amen e om1c 
historical ground that it would be a depar- Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
ture from long-standing precedents if a jury other purposes. 
trial were permitted in an action against the Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I have 
Government itself. been waiting in the Capitol throughout 

On the same day it amended and passed the night, and now until 12 o'clock noon, 
S. ~52, however, the House approved another to address the Senate in the most serious 
b_m (H. R. 4401) which would permit ac- way of which I am capable upon the pro-
tlOns to recover such taxes against former · · f th · · · 
collectors or against directors or former di- VISIOn~ O e pendmg bill, a?d partlcu
rectors of Internal Revenue to be brought larly In support of the pending amend
in the district of the taxpayer's residence. ment. 
Inasmuch as jury trials have always been Perhaps I am a little inclined to think 
permitted in such actions, and as the Gov- that after I have discussed an amend-

ment it has had adequate debate. I 
mean that facetiously, of course, but I 
make the statement only as a preface to 
saying that insofar as I am concerned I 
shall be glad to assist in bringing the 
Johnson amendment to a vote as soon as 
those who desire to discuss it shall have 
done so. It is my hope that the amend
ment may be voted upon before the day 
ends, and perhaps before the afternoon 
ends, though I believe we should recog
nize that there are no ''privates" in the 
United States Senate. The distin
guished junior Senator from Oregon in
dicated that he was a private in this 
fight. I would say that the junior Sen
ator from Oregon is about as far from 
being a private, or the bearer of any 
other title which indicates that he is 
amenable to direction, as any man who 
ever served in this body. 

So far as I am concerned, my desire 
is to bring to an issue the amendments 
as they arise, after debate sumcient 
to insure that the Senate will act in full 
recognition of the stupendous issues in
volved. 

As stated in the committee report. the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946 was written 
at the very outset of what has become 
known as the atomic era. The ·report 
further acknowledges that those who 
participated in the drafting of that law 
recognized the enormous potential of the 
atom which was first publicly unleashed 
at Hiroshima and Nagasaki. At that 
time, although there was realization of 
the atom's potential, the Congress was 
aware of the fact that many factors 
were unknown. I believe it fair to say 
that in 1946 the military or defense 
aspects of the program overshadowed 
the potential peacetime uses of the atom. 
Nevertheless, drafters of the law were 
cognizant of the fact that the program 
at that early date could not be viewed 
in its proper perspective. For that rea
son, they wrote into the law numerous 
controls designed to safeguard the public 
interest in this fabulous new resource. 

The declaration of policy contained in 
the 1946 act clearly enunciated the 
proposition that the public interest 
would be best served in the initial phases 
by research and development conducted 
under Government auspices. It was de
clared to be the "policy of the people of 
the United States that, subject at all 
times to the paramount objective of as
suring the common defense and security, 
the development and utilization of 
atomic energy shall, so far as is practi
cable, be directed toward improving the 
public welfare, increasing the standard 
of living, strengthening free competition 
and private enterprise, and promoting 
world peace." 

The policy was sound in 1946 and has 
served us well. It is a sound policy in 
1954. The wisdom of the policy is recog
nized by the drafters of S. 3690. Al
though they changed a few words, they 
carried forward the essential elements 
of the 1946 declaration of policy in their 
own declaration. The provisions of the 
1946 act carried out the provisions of 
the declaration of policy in that act. 
However, I have serious doubts that the 
provisions of S. 3690 will achieve the pur
poses enunciated in the declaration of 
policy now before us. 
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The act of 1946 stated that the sig

nificance of the atom bomb for military 
purposes was at that time evident, but 
it also stated that the effect of the use 
of atomic energy for civilian purposes 
upon the social, economic, and political 
structures of the Nation could not at 
that time be determined. It was con
templated that when such factors be
came known, with reasonable certainty, 
Congress would reexamine the law and 
make whatever changes are necessary. 
It was believed that new legislation on 
the subject would be needed from time 
to time. The framers of the 1946 act 
felt that Congress should not attempt 
to legislate these changes in ·a vacuum. 
So section 7 (b) of the 1946 act pro
vided that whenever in the opinion of 
the Atomic Energy Commission peace
time uses had been sufficiently developed 
to be of practical value the Commission 
should prepare a report to the President 
for transmission to the Congress stating 
all facts with respect to such new peace
time use. The Commission was directed 
to give its estimate of the social, politi
cal, economic, and international effects 
of such new developments and to make 
recommendations for any needed new 
legislation. It was the idea of the 
framers of the 1946 act that Congress 
should not attempt broad changes in this 
field in the absence of such a report from 
the Commission. Despite the fact that 
no such report has been prepared or de
livered to the Congress, we here today 
are attempting to legislate. Moreover, 
we seem to be in a big hurry about it all. 
We seem to be operating on the theory 
that we have got to do something, even 
if it is wrong. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the careful 
attention of the few Senators who are 
present in the Chamber. I wish to call 
attention to the fact that I am under
taking to make a speech on the contents 
of the bill, and I am anxious to have the 
attention of my colleagues, in order that 
I may avail myself to the fullest of the 
opportunity to bring my convictions to 
bear, for their consideration upon this 
important issue. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GORE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. LEHMAN. Did I correctly under

stand the Senator to say that, even 
though the Atomic Energy Commission 
was directed by law to make a report to 
the President, with recommendations, it 
has not done so? 

Mr. GORE. That is my understand· 
in g. 

The bill before us apparently assumes 
that the effect of the use of atomic 
energy for civilian purposes on the social, 
economic, and political structures of the 
Nation can now be determined. un .. 
known factors have become known, or at 
least that is the impression we are given. 
Of course, tremendous strides have been 
made in atomic research. We have 
boosted the blasting capacity of the 
atomic bomb, and we have made the 
atomic bomb look ·smaller when com
pared with the hydrogen bomb. There 
is no doubt about it-we know how to 
make war with the atom. But what, Mr. 
President, do we know about enhancing 
peace with the atom?. 

Of course, we know that the atom will 
have certain applications in the field of 
medicine. It will prove useful in the 
field of agriculture, we are sure. It can 
be a bonanza for some segments of in
dustry, and we are told it will probably 
revolutionize the electric power industry. 
Still, Mr. President, we are not yet cer
tain just how widespread these applica
tions will be. We are even more uncer· 
tain as to the time when these applica
tions will become practical. Electric 
energy has already been produced from 
the atom both directly and indirectly. 
But much work remains to be done be
fore energy so produced will be com
petitive with energy generated by con
ventional means. Even our greatest 
engineers do not foresee all the ramifica
tions. They do not see the solution for 
all of the difiiculties, but neither do they 
foresee, perhaps, the great potentialities 
of this source of energy with which the 
Senate is now called upon to deal. Those 
who support the committee bill obviously 
are of the opinion that the blessings of 
atomic energy will be available to all 
almost overnight if only the atom is 
turned over to private enterprise. 

First of all, Mr. President, I question 
whether the Congress has before it suffi
cient information upon which to base a 
judicious decision. Certainly Members 
of the Congress outside the joint com
mittee have had a minimum of time to 
assimilate what information is available. 
Even assuming-and this I do not 
admit-that the time has arrived for 
Congress to make an overall revision of 
the act, I doubt that the bill before us 
provides adequate safeguards for the 
public interest. 

I am particularly disturbed over those 
provisions of the pending bill which 
would liberalize the procedures for 
granting licenses and patents. I should 
like to discuss that later, in a brief way. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Is it not true, that 

although many of us have suggested that 
we did not understand all the ramifica
tions, even the members of the joint 
committee itself, in their own report, 
told the United States Senate, the Con
gress, and the people that they did not 
quite understand the ramifications of 
this bill? 

Mr. GORE. I believe that is fairly 
to be found in the report, I will answer 
to my distinguished and able colleague, 
the senior Senator from Washington. 

Since 1946 a majority of the research 
and development in nuclear fields has 
been carried on for the Atomic Energy 
Commission by private enterprise op .. 
erating under contract. That, Mr. 
President, is a significant factor that 
needs to be borne in mind as we consider 
the licensing and patenting provisions 
of the pending bill. 

By its very nature, atomic research 
has precluded widespread participation. 
Only a relatively few, and for the most 
part large, American corporations have 
had a major part in the conduct of the 
atomic energy program. Only those 
firms possessed of practically unlimited 
resources, both in money and personnel, 
have been privileged to take part in this 

development program. There have been, 
of course, numerous contractors on 
cognate problems and functions of the 
program. As a corollary, only those 
relatively few corporations with large 
financial and manpower resources have 
acquired the know-how which is pre
requisite to further devolpment. 

Under the committee bill it is con· 
templated that the Atomic Energy Com
mission will issue licenses to private 
firms for development of commercial 
uses of the atom. The committee bill 
assumes that since a license may be 
issued to any person or firm which meets 
the qualifications set forth in the act, 
that everyone possesses an equal oppor
tunity to secure a license. Such an as
sumption ignor-es the economic facts of 
life. Such an assumption ignores the 
development of the atomic program 
from the effectuation of the 1946 act 
until now. It is painfully plain that 
those few corporations which have been 
privileged to be on the inside on re
search which has taken place to date, 
will have a heads tart on those not so 
fortunately situated. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further at that point? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. What the Sena· 

tor is saying is correct. It was only 
recently very apparent at the Hanford 
atomic energy plant, where they were 
conducting some of these experiments. 
There were only two corporations con
sidered in the negotiations, General 
Electric and Westinghouse; no one else 
was considered as either capable of or 
even suggesting going ahead with what 
we are dealing with here-those two 
corporations, that is all, in all of the 
negotiations with the Commission. 
Those were the only two considered. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator for 
his contribution. That is illustrative. 

Mr. PURTELL. Mr. President, may I 
inquire, is the Senator from Tennessee 
yielding for a question, or for a state
ment, in this instance? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, in reply to 
my distinguished colleague--

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, I will ask the 
Senator whether he knew that. 

Mr. GORE. The junior Senator from 
Tennessee did not know that. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I might say that 
is correct. 

Mr. GORE. And, in reply to my able 
friend from Connecticut, I wish to say 
to him that I have been here for 18 hours 
awaiting an opportunity to address the 
Senate on the bill. I have no purpose of 
delaying this speech. I feel burdened 
with the responsibility of the office of 
United States Senator, and I consider 
this to be the most important bill with 
which the Senate has dealt since I have 
been privileged to be a Member of it. I 
trust, then, that the Senator from Con
necticut is not going to be extreme; and I 
trust that, under those circumstances, 
the Senator is not going to be unreason
able, when a colleague, who is genuinely . 
interested in this bill, rises to make a 
contribution. The junior Senator from 
Tennessee, I may say, has not resorted 
to a great many parliamentary maneu
vers which are available. The junior 
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Senator from Tennessee is a graduate of 
the so-called Sam Rayburn school, at 
the other end of the Capitol, where the 
parliamentary rules are far more com
plicated than the ones which apply in 
this body. Were a contest to arise on 
parliamentary stringencies, there are 
many devices to which resort could be 
taken. I trust that we can discuss the 
pending bill with sufficient freedom that 
Members of the Senate may have rea
sonable opportunity to make contribu
tions to its discussion and consideration. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield for a ques
tion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
REYNOLDS in the chair) . Does the Sena
tor from Tennessee yield to the Senator 
from New York? 

Mr. GORE. I yield for a question. 
; Mr. LEHMAN. Will not the Senator 
from Tennessee agree with me that there 
has been a very definite effort--as shown, 
I think, by the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut--to handicap a free, 
honest, broad discussion of this ques
tion? 

Mr. GORE. I hope the junior Senator 
from New York will excuse me if I do 
not reply directly to that question. I 
hope I shall not contribute to that kind 
of consideration. 

Mr. President, it is painfully plain, as 
has been illustrated by the example cited 
by the senior Senator from Washington 
[Mr. MAGNUSON], that the few corpora
tions which have been privileged, under 
contract, to conduct this vast and im
portant program, will be at a distinct 
point of advantage. I do not say that 
by way of indictment of these companies. 
In fact, I believe these companies have 
contributed well and patriotically. 
Some of them have done so with little 
compensation. But I fear that unless 
we clothe these licensing and patenting 
provisions with proper safeguards, the 
compensation of those companies for in
volvement in this program may well be
come unconscionable. A few corpora
tions which, in large part, have carried 
forward this great program, already have 
the know-how; they have a monopoly 
on the know-how. They have built up 
contacts with others who have the 
know-how. If we open the door to 
everyone-:-as the pending bill does-and 
if we do not provide further safeguards, 
then where is the equality of treatment? 

The bill contains practically no provi
sions to insure that those now in on the 
ground floor will not exploit their ad
vantage, to the disadvantage of others 
who may seek to enter the field later. 
In addition, there is a paucity of safe
guard for the interest of the general 
public. We might as well accept the fact 
that when we speak of commercial uses 
of atomic energy at this time, we are 
. talking about the generation of electric 
power. It seems to me inescapable that 
we must consider this matter in the light 
of its effect upon Federal power policy 
that has been developed over the years. 
To me, one of the paradoxes of this bill 
is that the Federal Government is prac
tically foreclosed from use of the atom 
tor developing electric energy. The 
Atomic Energy Commission itself is se
verely restricted in this respect. .~he 

AEC is the biggest single ·consumer of 
electricity in the world. It is expected 
to use some 5 million kilowatts a year in 
the future. Its consumption may reach 
the astounding total of 10 percent of all 
the electricity consumed in the United 
States. Mr. President, I wish to repeat 
that statement, for the sake of emphasis: 
This one undertaking may consume 10 
percent of all the electricity consumed 
in the entire Nation. 

In view of these prospective needs, I 
am at a loss to understand why the AEC, 
or any other governmental agency, 
should be limited to byproduct power, 
only in the production of electric power 
from atomic energy. 

Mr. President, does .the distinguished 
senior Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON] understand why the agency 
which m~y use 10 percent of all the 
power consumed in the Nation, and the 
agency which has control of atomic de
velopment, is prohibited by the pending 
bill from the generation of electricity in 
commercial quantities, even for its own 
use? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Tennessee will yield 
at this point, let me say I do not know 
that I quite understand. But I think 
I have a rough idea why. It is the same 
old story of trying to create an atmos
phere for probably the biggest monopoly 
of all time. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President
The PRESID~G OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from New York rise to ask a 
question? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes, Mr. President. 
Will the Senator from Tennessee yield 

for a question? 
. Mr. GORE. I yield to the Senator 
from New York for a question. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
Tennessee has referred to the Govern
ment's being restricted. Is it not a fact 
that on page 15 of the report we find 
the statement that the Commission is 
not permitted to enter the power-pro
ducing business without further congres
sional authorization, either to construct 
or to operate such commercial facilities? 

Mr. GORE. That is true. 
Mr. President, in view of these pro

spective needs, I am at a loss to under
stand the wisdom of the provision cited 
by the distinguished junior Senator from 
New York. Certainly the Atomic Energy 
Commission itself should be interested 
in the generation of electric power-at 
least for its own needs-especially if 
power generated from nuclear processes 
turns out to be cheaper than power from 
processes now employed. I can see no 
reason why such powerwise agencies as 
the TVA, Bonneville, and the Federal 
Power Commission should be excluded. 
Must these agencies bow to private util
ity when it comes to atom-power pro
duction know-how? Why should they 
not be included in plans for research 
and development leading to the produc
tion in commercial quantities of electric 
power from atomic energy? If cheap 
power can be produced from atomic en
ergy, why should these agencies be re
quired to use outmoded steam plants or 
hydroelectric projects, and be denied the 
use of up-to-date atom reactors for fu
ture needs? 

In the pending bill, I see no answer 
to these questions. 

I fail to see why the Atomic Energy 
Commission should be denied the priv
ilege of producing atom-powered elec
tricity in commercial quantities, when 
it has authority to license others for such 
production. If we hope to gain maxi
mum power benefits from our investment 
in this new resource, then a positive pro
gram of atomic power production by 
Federal agencies is essential. 

Through the past few decades, a rea
sonable balance between public and pri
vate power has been achieved, and public 
power has served as a check on monopoly 
control by ·private power. Public power 
has served as a valuable· yardstick for use 
by the people in determining the reason
ableness of rate structures established 
by private concerns. Private power, on 
the other hand, by the very competitive 
nature of the two systems, has had a 
salutary effect in building in public 
power agencies an esprit de corps and an 
efficiency which I dare say cannot be 
matched in any other :field of Govern
ment enterprise. 

Should atomic-generated power sup
plant power generated from conven
tional sources, the safeguards provided 
in existing Federal power policy and law 
should in my opinion, be equally ap
plicable, in order that the public inter
ests be protected. The very magnitude 
of possible future power production pro
grams indicates that, unless provision is 
made for Federal development of atomic 
power, the balance we now have will be 
thrown heavily in favor of private mo
nopoly. 

Mr. President, it is in reference to this 
point that I should like to state to the 
eminent senior Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE} that his close friend and 
committee colleague, the senior Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. JoHNSON], has of
fered an amendment. That amendment 
is pending before the Senate. I hope the 
amendment will receive a favorable vote. 

Mr. President, let us examine our 
traditional Federal power policy. The 
Federal Power Act assumes that the Fed
eral Power Commission, in considering 
applications for a license to construct a 
hydroelectric generating facility on a 
navigable stream, will give first consid
eration to the possibility that the public 
interest may best be served by the de
velopment of that particular site by an 
agency of the Federal Government. 

If the Congress fails to act by author
izing development by a Federal agency, 
the Federal Power Commission then 
must give preference to State or local 
governmental groups who may apply for 
such a license. In the event a license is 
granted to a private firm, conditions are 
specified to insure that the pubilc inter
est will be protected . 

In addition to the safeguards -that 
surround the granting of a license for 
the development of power potential of 
falling water, we also have the yardstick 
formula of Government power, by which 
the reasonableness of power rates from 
private utilities can be measured. The 
safeguards contained in Federal power 
policy have brought rates down and in
creased consumption. _ 
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. These safeguards taken together 
amount to a dynamic power policy, which 
has promoted the economic development 
and social well-being of the American 
people. 

All these safeguards are conspicuously 
absent from the pending bill. Their 
absence is noted in the excellent report 
prepared by Representatives HoLIFIELD 
and PRICE. I quote from their obser
vations, which appear at page 120 of the 
committee report, as follows: 

These safeguards for the right of the peo
ple to get the full value out of their resources, 
without any toll being taken above what is 
necessary to assure the funds required for 
development, have already been formulated 
in detail by Congress in the Federal Power 
Act which prescribes how hydroelectric re
sonrc~ may be used. They include: 

1. Safeguard for the prior right of Federal 
development of the resource in any specific 
case where this will best serve the public 
interest. 
. 2. Safeguard for the prior right of public 
bodies and cooperatives, as against a private 
applicant for a license for any specific devel
opment of the resource. 

3. Safeguards for the right to public hear
ing in connection with any application, with 
specific provision for admission of interested 
States, State commissions, municipalities, 
representatives of interested consumers or 
competitors as parties. 

4. Safeguards for the right of Federal or 
other public recapture of any development 
by a private licensee at thE! end of the license 
period on payment of no more than the 
licensee's net investment in the project. 

5. Safeguards for reasonable rates to con
sumers by provision requiring llcensees as a 
condition of any license to agree to Federal 
regulation where States have provided no 
regulation of electric rates, with further pro
vision that in any rate proceeding the 
licensee can claim no more than net invest
ment in the development of rate base pur
poses. 

6. Safeguards for the preferred position of 
public and cooperative. electric systems to 
obtain power supply from Federal develop
ment of the resource. 

The bill, as reported, is wholly lacking 
ln such safeguards. It would enable the 
Atomic Energy Commission to turn this 
greatest energy resource over to private 
power monopoly under licenses uncondi
tioned except for the requirements of na
tional security and public health and safety. 
Aside from section 271, providing that noth
ing in this act shall affect the authority or 
regulations of Federal, State, and local reg
ulatory agencies, it is barren of any recogni
tion of the publlc interest in securing elec
tric energy from this new resource at the 
lowest possible rates. Experience has shown 
clearly: that such regulatory authority is en
tirely inadequate to protect the public in
terest in electric power developed from pub
lic resources, unless supplemented by spe
cific standards governing licenses and the 
availability of publlc or cooperative compe
tition in the distribution of electric energy. 

. I subscribe fully to the views of Repre
sentatives HOLIFIELD and PRICE. 

Practically everyone will admit that 
falling water and navigable streams are 
natural resources which belong to all the 
people. There are those, however, who 
argue that atomic energy does not fall 
within this category. I submit that it 
does, because the people of the United 
States have paid $12 billion for the de
velopment of this new resource; it is just 
as much a property of the people of the 
Nation as is the falling water in a stream. 
The people through their Government 
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have discovered and developed this new 
source of energy; no private corporation 
can rightfully lay claim to it. The Mc
Mahon Act confirmed that principle> 
when it vested in the Government title 
to fissionable ma~erials and nuclear 
processes. 

Through the Federal Water Power Act, 
Congress provided for the development 
of power by private utilities on navigable 
streams owned by the people. But the 
Congress was careful to safeguard the 
interests of the people in that develop
ment. 

I have no objection to provisions to 
allow private enterprise to develop elec
tric power from atomic energy. I want 
the country to have the benefit of this 
service. But I believe Congress should be 
just as zealous and just as cautious in 
guarding the rights and the property or 
the people in this instance as it was in 
safeguarding their interests in our 
streams. 

The committee bill has no provision 
to encourage public or cooperative dis
tribution of nuclear power. It takes no 
steps to assure that a private utilitY 
producing nuclear electric energy will 
sell that power at reasonable rates. 

Section 103 (b) sets up the minimum 
qualifications for commercial licenses to 
construct, own, and operate facilities for 
use in production of special nuclear ma
terial or atomic energy, but it does not 
require the applicant who intends to 
generate electrici1;y for sale, to restrict 
his rate structure to his net investment. 
In other words, everything, including a 
capitalization of the value of the 
license granted by the Government can 
be put in the rate structure. Such is not 
the case where energy froin waterpower 
is concerned. The Federal Water Power 
Act requi'res that a licensee shall claim 
no more than his actual net investment 
for ratemaking purposes. 

Why this glaring omission in the com
mittee bill? 

Why open the door to wholesale profit
eering through an inflated rate struc
ture? I say this section of the bill should 
be amended to bring it into line with 
established Federal power policy. 

Section 103 (c) establishes a limita
tion on the term of commercial licenses 
issued by the Commission for ownership 
and operation of facilities for the use 
and production of special and nuclear 
materials or atomic energy. Yet this 
section does not establish the right of 
the United States to take over such a 
facility at the end of the license period 
on payment of net investment, plus sev
erance damages, if any. 

Private hydroelectric power develop
ments licensed under the Federal Power 
Act are subject to such a provision. 
Why should the Government lay itself 
wide open to being gouged when licenses 
expire sometime in the future? 

Why should not this section be 
amended to bring it into line with estab
lished Federal power policy? 

Section 1S2 (b) requires that due no
tice to the public be given before a li
cense is issued for utilization or produc
tion facilities which generate commercial 
power. But this section is narrowly 
drawn; it does not protect the rights of 
interested parties and it disregards the 

fact that the interesfs of many persons 
may be affected by Commission action. 
All the Commission is required to do 
under this section is to give notice in 
writing to the regulatory agency which 
has jurisdiction over the rates and serv
ices of the proposed activity, then pub
lish the notice once a week for 4 consec
utive weeks in the Federal Register. 

A total of 60 days' notice is all that is 
required before a license is issued. I can 
see no reason why notice of applications 
for licenses should not be sent to munici
palities involved, and to public and co
operative systems within transmission 
distances. I see no reason why, in case 
of protest, conflicting ·applications or 
proposals for special conditions, inter
ested parties should not be accorded op
portunity to intervene and be heard, to 
petition for rehearing and appeal, just 
as they can under Federal power legis
lation. 

Why should the Commission not ad
mit. as interested parties, States, State 
commissions, municipalities, public and 
cooperative electric systems, or repre
sentatives of interested consumers or se
curity holders, or any competitor of a 
party to such a proceeding. Certainly 
such procedure as I have outlined would 
be fair; it would prevent the people of 
an area from being presented with a fait 
accompli. 
. I believe the act should be amended 
to provide for broader public notice and 
more specific procedures in connection 
with license applications. 

Section 182 (c) of the act would give 
to high-cost power. areas preferential 
consideration in applications for atomic 
power facilities. However, this section 
does not provide perferred consideration 
for public bodies where their applications 
conflict with those of the private utili
ties. Such a provision has been a part 
of the Federal Power Act since. 1920. To 
me, this is a glaring omission. Munici
palities, private cooperatives, and other 
public agencies certainly should have 
prior consideration to private utility 
combines in the licensing of nuclear 
power facilities. These public distribu
tion systems are bound by Federal law 
to provide electricity at the most reason
able rates possible. But under this bill 
such responsibility does not attach to a 
private utility. This is· another section 
which I believe should be made to coin
cide with established Federal power 
policy. 

Section 183 sets forth the specific terms 
which must be included in licenses for 
ownership and operation of facilities for 
the utilization or production of public 
nuclear material or atomic energy. Yet 
this section is .silent on a provision for 
accounting control of licensees where 
these licensees are not engaged in the 
transmission or sale of electricity in in
terstate commerce for resale. The Fed
eral Power Commission has accounting 
control over hydroelectric power devel
opments and I believe it, or some other 
agency should have the same control over 
atomic power developments. The com
mittee bill should be amended to pro
vide such control. 

The omissions to which I have referred 
were called to the attention of the Fed
eral Power Commission during hearings 
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in the summer of 1953, and the paral
lels between electric energy from nu
clear and high-power sources were dem
onstrated. In view of the fact that 
the Federal Government has a proprie
tary interest in the field of atomic 
energy and Congress has authority over 
that field, the Federal Power Commis
sion observed, in hearings on the act-
page 1128: 

It becomes pertinent to test any legisla
tive proposals with respect to non-Federal 
development of atomic energy to see whether 
the public interest in atomic energy is pro
tected and benefited as adequately as the 
Congress of an earlier generation sought to 
do for the Nation's interest in water power. 

I think we need an explanation as to 
why the bill should not contain such 
safeguards. 

On the same page in the hearings, the 
Federal Power Commission offered the 
further observations that "the grant of 
the (license) privilege should depend not 
solely on the negative consideration 
that national defense will not be harmed 
but on the amrmative ground of bene
fit to the public interest in electric power 
and other products of the operation of 
nuclear reactors as well." 

Mr. President, the committee bill ig
nores the advice of the Federal Power 
Commission, the outstanding power 
agency of government, in dealing with 
power problems. Licensing considera
tions, set up by the bill, are negative. 
I say we need positive standards. I am 
not ready to substitute the judgment of 
a businessman's administration for the 
expert judgment of the Federal Power 
Commission. 

From time to time on the fioor of the 
Senate, I have heard charges that the 
committee bill promotes monopoly. An 
examination of section 105 certainly in
dicates that the bill does not discourage 
monopoly. Under section 7-C of the 
McMahon Act, the Atomic Energy Com
mission was directed to refuse to issue 
a license where activities under that li
cense might serve to maintain or foster 
the growth of monopoly; where they 
might act in restraint of trade or pro
mote unlawful competition or pose a 
trade position inimical to the delivery 
of any free competitive enterprise into 
the field. 

Section 105 of the committee bill re
lieves the Atomic Energy Commission of 
the responsibility to be watchful for sit
uations promoting monopoly. The 
Atomic Energy Commission is invited to 
close its eyes and pass out with blind 
abandon licenses to all who can qualify, 
regardless of the monopoly situation 
such licenses may tend to promote. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. MONRONEY. Can the Senator 

find anything in the pending bill to safe
guard little business, the great backbone 
of the American free enterprise system, 
to assure the right of entry, the right 
of health, the right of guidance, the 
right of expert government knowledge 
and technical advice, to permit the little 
man in American business even to get 
his toe in the door of this new giant of 
energy which will probably be produced 

when we complete turning the wheel on 
the peacetime use of the atom? 

Mr. GORE. I know of no positive 
safeguards for the latter phases of the 
Senator's question. He asked if there 
were any provisions for entry. I be
lieve the door is left open for all to come 
in, but, as I pointed out before the dis
tinguished Senator entered the Chamber, 
only a relatively few corporations have 
operated as Government contractors in 
the atomic energy program. Those par
ticular companies have a virtual mo
nopoly on atomic energy know-how. 
They have a monopoly upon the con
tacts with others who have know-how. 
I doubt if it is equality of opportunity 
to enter the field to hold the door open 
and say, "All who will may come," when 
there exist the circumstances which I 
have just described, which would give 
certain companies a great advantage, to 
the disadvantage of all competitors, 
and when the cost of developing a re
actor sumcient to generate electricity 
in commercial quantities is so great that 
only a few American corporations could 
undertake such a venture. So much for 
the answer to the first part of the able 
Senator's question. Now I go to the 
latter part. 

I do not find the positive safeguards 
in the pending bill which are spelled out 
in the Federal power policy which re
lates to electric energy generated from 
other sources. There are certain nega
tive provisions, &nd I shall point out as I 
go along how some of them, at best, 
would be dimcult of administraton. In 
some cases no provision for enforcement 
has been made at all. 

I appreciate the question of the able 
Senator, and I wish to say further that 
it is that particular question to which 
the amendment of the senior Senator 
from Colorado is directed in part. If 
the Government forbids an agency of 
the Government to develop electricity in 
commercial quantities, either for his own 
use or as a demonstration, but at the 
same time issues a license, with the priv
ilege of using this natural resource, to 
the few companies with the know-how 
and the financial resources necessary to 
enter the field, then I say it is exclusive; 
it really amounts to an exclusion of 
small business, of municipal systems, 
and of public systems, such as the REA's 
from the benefits of this resource, which 
rightfully belongs to the people. 

Only after a monopoly has developed 
can the Commission take remedial ac
tion, and then the Commission must wait 
until a court has found a licensee guilty 
of violating the antitrust laws before 
licenses can be suspended or revoked. 
The Commission must wait until the 
horse is out of the barn before it shuts 
the door. 

Section 105 C must have been the 
product of a nightmare of some frus
trated lawyer. It is a devious peace of 
legal procedure. It would have the At
torney General or the Federal Trade 
Commission decide whether a proposed 
license would tend to create or maintain 
a situation inconsistent with the anti
trust law. Should the Attorney General 
or Federal Trade Commission decide the 
proposed license would run afoul of the 
antitrust laws, the applicant could file a. 

petition with the Federal Trade Commis
sion for a hearing. In the event of an 
adverse finding by the Federal Trade 
Commission, then the applicant could go 
on to the courts. I can imagine that 
our judges will take a very dim view of 
finding an applicant's position incon
sistent with antitrust laws when no vio
lation of antitrust laws has occurred. 
Frankly, this whole procedure appears to 
me to be going around Robin Hood's 
barn to attack a situation which should 
be approached frontally. Why not just 
leave the monopoly provisions of the Mc
Mahan Act in effect? Why do we need 
to change them? I ask, Mr. President, 
wherein is the fault with the antitrust 
provisions of the McMahon Act? If we 
leave these in effect, then we make the 
Atomic Energy Commission amrmatively 
responsible for denying any license which 
would tend to promote monopoly. That, 
I may say to the junior Senator from 
Oklahoma, is an example of the amrma
tive protections which I think should be 
in the act, rather than the negative, and 
to say the lease, tedious and uncertain 
and long-drawn-out procedure which I 
have just described. 

The questions involving patents are 
closely allied to those involving licenses. 
The use of exclusive patent protection 
can create conditions leading to monop
oly by a licensee. As I have indicated, I 
am not jubilant over the licensing pro
visions of the bill. Frankly, the patent 
provisions, in my opinion, create even 
greater ·dangers. 

A strong argument has been made to 
the effect that we should free the future 
atomic development program completely 
from the patent restrictions imposed by 
the McMahon Act. 

Under the act of 1946 there was an 
outright ban on patents on any invention 
or discovery useful in the production of 
fissionable material or the utilization of 
fissionable material in atomic weapons. 
Patents were allowed in the so-called 
nonmilitary field, but any such patents 
were subject to a "public interest decla
ration," which involved a form of com
pulsory patent licensing calculated to 
insure widespread participation. There 
was practically no use of the patenting 
provisions in the McMahon Act. Con
tractors were required to hand over their 
patents to the Commission because they 
were operating on public funds. The 
operation also ruled out for all practi
cal purposes the public-interest provi
sion of the licensing law. 

It is argued that private enterprise is 
willing and able to take over commercial 
development of the atom, but their will
ingness to do so is apparently subject to 
the condition that they be allowed ex
clusive patent protection for new proc
esses they develop. 

So, Mr. President, we are asked first 
to broaden the field in which patents 
may be granted, and at the same time to 
render completely ineffective the com
pulsory licensing provisions of new 
processes. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. MONRONEY. I was greatly im

pressed by what the able Senator from 
Tennessee said on the subject of the 
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patent rights that would be changed by 
the bill. As this atomic energy race 
for peaceful development is started, 
would it not be possible for certain large 
corporations which, because of their as
sociation with this program -through 
the years as contractors for the Govern ... 
ment, within the next few years to be 
able to develop certain bottleneck patents 
on the utilization of atomic energy for 
peacetime use, whether by generation 
of electricity or by motive power, and 
other things, and thus to enjoy almost 
a complete monopoly through patent 
rights? 

Mr. GORE. In answer to the ques
tion, I think we must recognize that it 
is not a theory with which we are deal
ing; it is a set of very real facts. Under 
the conditions which we must take into 
account, involving the fact that the 
program has been operated and has 
been developed up to date almost ex
clusively by contract with private enter
prise, then the answer to the Senator's 
question must be in the affirmative. I 
believe it is an· inescapable eventuality~ 

Mr. MONRONEY. That is, that as we 
start on the utilization, the man with 
the know-how, the man with the past 
experience as a Government contractor .. 
must inevitably have a head start of 5 
or 10 years over his competitor, who is 
just entering the field. Is that not a 
correct assumption? 

Mr. GORE. I am not sure as to the 
time element. Undoubtedly General 
Electric and Westinghouse, to take two 
examples, were the only competitors in 
a certain situation which developed not 
long ago in the State of Washington. 
Such companies would have a tremen
dous advantage over other companies 
who have not been directly involved in 
this development. I say that not in 
criticism of the companies who have 
been contractors in this program; they 
have contributed well. I would not at 
all detract from their contribution. 
Some of them have been on a dollar-a
year basis. However, in the very oper
ation of the program they have devel
oped within themselves, I think we must 
presume, almost a monopoly of the 
know-how, of contacts within the group 
of scientists who have the know-how, 
and also they have vast funds with 
which to prosecute the program. 

Under those conditions, I say, the 
patenting provisions of the pending bill 
would give to them an undue advan
tage over other companies, even com
panies large enough to finance such un
dertaking, which have not been con
nected with the program. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Great and wonder
ful as services of these corporation have 
been to us, the services still were not 
performed with any understanding on 
the part of the Government that they 
would have an exclusive right to the 
benefits flowing from the positive use 
of atomic energy. 

Mr. GORE .. I agree with the Senator 
completely. 

Mr. MONRONEY. But if they have 
years of advanced knowledge of the pro
duction of atomic energy and refine
ments, it- is not too great a step from 
the use·of their knowledge for the Gov~ 
ernment to the- putting of that knowl-

edge to use for peacetime efforts in the 
generation of electricity and other 
things. Is not that-correct? 

Mr. GORE. I believe it is. 
Mr. MONRONEY. Then, would it not 

be possible for . those who have these 
years of experience to acquire, because 
of this experience, a virtual monopoly 
on certain basic patents? Is it not true 
that the man who got to the Patent 
Office first, filed his application for a 
patent, and got it through, could then 
deny it to the thousands of others who; 
if given the same amount of time and 
experience in the development of atomic 
energy, could have come up with the 
same patent? 

Mr. GORE. That could occur. I be
lieve we must recognize that there may 
be several paths leading to the same end, 
not only physically, but in the scientific 
field; but, undoubtedly, the company 
that has developed the processes and the 
formulas and the know-how has an ad
vantage over a company which has not. 

Mr. MONRONEY. So, by patenting 
certain elemental, fundamental, and pri
mary processes involving the transition 
of atomic energy to peacetime use, if 
the patent. were a basic one, then all 
other users would have to pay a licensing 
fee or be denied entry into this great 
new field of peacetime use of atomic 
energy-an opportunity which we hope 
the bill that finally passes the Senate 
will provide. 

Mr. GORE. I believe it is fair to say 
that the bill does contain some compul
sory licensing provisions; but I consider 
them to be almost completely ineffective. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. GORE. It is also fair to say that 
the President recognized this problem. 
In his message to the Congress on Feb
ruary 17, last, the President pointed out 
that considerations of fairness would 
require some mechanism to insure that 
a limited number of companies, now 
working with the atom, could not build a 
patent monopoly which would exclude 
others from the field. He said that use 
of such a mechanism would be necessary, 
until the industrial participation in the 
field acquired a broader base. 

I find myself in agreement with this 
recommendation of the President, inso
far as it goes. The joint committee ap
parently feels that a base . sufficiently 
broad will be achieved within the next 
5 years. This is indicated by the fact 
that the committee proposed compulsory 
licenses on new patents for the next 5 
years only; but practically all the testi
mony in the record indicates that ex .. 
perimental reactors, now being con
structed or planned for construction, will 
not even be completed until the end of 
the 5-year period. Until these experi
mental reactors are completed, we have 
no way of knowing what processes will 
be developed. And if we exclude-! may 
say to the junior Senator from Massa
chusetts, for whom I have such high 
esteem-if we exclude the Government 
itself, which owns this natural resource, 
from using it to develop processes, either 
for its own use or. as a demonstration, 
then these provisions seem to me utterly 
ine:trective: 

We have nn yardstick. We have no 
assurance but that these plants will re
quire · 5 years to build, and therefore will 
come into operation only after the 5-year 
period has come to an end, with great 
advantage accruing to the companies 
already having the know-how. 

Again I say I am not charging greed 
or improper conduct on the part of these 
companies. 

As the junior Senator from Oklahoma 
knows, in the House of Representatives 
I had very close contact with the opera
tion of this program. The Oak Ridge 
facilities are in the State I, in part, rep
resent. No hint of attack up9n these 
companies should be read into my re
marks. But that does not diminish the 
need to guard the public interest. 

Mr. MONRONEY. In other words, the 
basic knowledge of atomic energy has 
cost all the people of the United States, 
including all the businesses of the coun
try, -approximately $12 billion. Is not 
that correct? 

Mr. GORE. That is right. 
Mr. MONRONEY. And therefore we, 

as the trusted representatives of the peo
ple, must be sure that the broadest pos
sible diffusion of the benefits of that $12 
billion investment will occur in the inter
est of all the people, instead of having' 
those benefits confined to the private 
preserve of those who happen to be in an 
advantageous position as a. result of a 
grandfather clause or anything of that 
nature. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator from· 
Oklahoma for his contribution and for 
his attention; and let me say that I 
equally appreciate the attention of the 
other Senators who are on the floor. 

I repeat that this bill is the most im
portant measure to come before Con
gress this year. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee agree with 
me on an observation that I have made 
many times in the past; namely, that this 
$12 billion investment, which has given 
us atomic energy, which we are now on 
the threshhold of using for peacetime 
purposes, may result in increasing our 
wealth even in excess of the amount of 
the entire national debt, which today 
stands at $275 billion? 

Mr. GORE. That may well prove to 
be true. 

Mr. MONRONEY. And that in this 
investment in research into the un
known, in finding the source of power 
in the atom, our public debt of $275 
billion could well be offset by the value 
of this development for peacetime pur
poses-in short, a value sufficient to off
set the national debt of the United States, 
created in World War II, for the purpose 
of bringing about a satisfactory and vic
torious termination of that war? 

Mr. GORE. Indeed so. Mr. Presi
dent--

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BusH 
in the chair). The Senator from Ten
nessee has the floor. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I was 
about to say that, by means of compar
ing the value of the potentialities of the 
atom to the amount of the public debt 
of our country, the junior Senator from 
Oklahoma has illustrated in admirable 
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fashion the vast potential of this new 
source of ene;rgy. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, 
what the Senator from Tennessee was 
saying a moment ago interested me tre
mendously. He was referring to the 
likelihood that in 5 years the presently 
planned reactors will be on test runs in 
connection with the production of elec
tricity. In that respect, would the Sen
ator from Tennessee agree with me that, 
in terms of developing and perfecting
scientifically, mechanically, and from an 
engineering standpoint-the atomic
energy reactors which today are on the 
drawing boards probably will be no more 
efficient in production, power, and 
speed than the old-fashioned Jenny air
plane of World War I, as compared to 
the fleet, jet-powered bombers we are 
producing today, when the course of this 
development is finally run, and when, in 
similar vein, we compare the beginning 
of atomic-energy utilization for the de
velopment of electrical energy with what 
that development will mean in 15, 20, or 
30 years, as the know-how in this field 
is increased by the great genius of Amer
ican engineers and American manage• 
ment? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, if this de
velopment follows the pattern of other 
industrial, commercial, and scientific 
developments, we must assume that that 
will be the case in this instance. 

A little later in my remarks I expect 
to refer to the fact that the particular 
companies involved also have well nigh 
a monopoly of-at least they have the 
first contract with-the young scientists 
w;ho are largely in their employ, and from 
whose minds will come, we hope, the 
developments of the future. 

I think the 5-year period-for reasons 
I have already indicated, as well as for 
other reasons to which I shall later 
refer-is not adequate. 

Mr. MONRONEY. In other words, 
what the Senator from Tennessee is say
ing, is it not, is that there is no doubt 
in the mind of any reasonable man that, 
by means of this act, in opening the door 
to business opportunity we shall create 
an industry that probably will be more 
mighty than any of the great industries 
to which we have heretofore pointed with 
pride-the automobile industry, the air
plane industry, the plastics industry, 
and all the other giants we have built up 
in the great American pattern? 

Mr. GORE. Indeed so, Mr. President. 
Mr. MONRONEY. But by means of 

this bill, if we are not careful to provide 
for the right of entry into this field 
through the competitive-and I empha
size the word "competitive"-free enter
prise system, will we not handicap the 
successful operation of the processes that 
have made possible the beneficial devel
opment of the great free enterprise sys
tem we have? 

For instance, all of us are well aware 
that Henry Ford began his work in a 
bicycle shop and, as a result of the drive 
and incentive resulting from free enter
prise, developed the great company which 
bears his name. The Senator from Ten
nessee is quite familiar, is he not, with 
many other cases of the development of 
Americans from rags to riches-Ameri-

cans who, as a result of free enterprise, 
and because of a lack of cartelization, 
had the chance to make such tremen
dous progress because there was the 
stimulus of competition which enabled 
the greatest possible development, on as 
wide a base as possible, of such gigantic 
undertakings? 

So I believe the Senator from Tennes
see by his remarks today has touched on 
a most fundamental point in connection 
with the development to which the 
pending bill relates. If we limit this de
velopment only to the giants, and if we 
deny the fullest possible scope to the 
American competitors' spirit of free en
terprise, we may wind up with a more 
expansive development, but surely we 
shall not wind up with the kind of self 
development that has made the Ameri
can industrial system the greatest in all 
history because of the human element 
that is stimulated by competition as a 
result of free entry into these fields. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the junior 
Senator from Oklahoma has made an 
eloquent statement with which I desire 
to associate myself completely. 

I hope my address today will not be 
taken as an indication that I wish to 
resist private enterprise development of 
atomic energy, the entrance of private 
enterprise into this field. On the con
trary, I wish to facilitate it. But I say 
in all candor that I cannot support the 
pending bill in its present condition. I 
do not think we must be so impelled to 
do something that we are willing to 
change, even though it may prove to be 
wrong. This field is so important that 
I think it requires very careful consid
eration; and I hope the use of that term 
will not be distorted out of context as a 
result of the atmosphere of political 
jousting during the last few hours. I 
have never made a speech in which I 
more deeply felt the cause for which I 
was speaking, than this speech. 

Mr. President, the pending bill has 
tremendous implications. I should like 
to have the bill put into such shape that 
I could support it. I believe it is desir
able to formulate a policy by which we 
can facilitate the entrance of private en
terprise, with its genius, with its remark
able dynamic methods, into this field. 
But we must do so with proper safe
guards, not only safeguards for public 
institutions, not only safeguards for 
small business, but also safeguards 
against abuse and privilege which might 
result, particularly because of the cir
cumstances to which I have alluded, un
less proper safeguards are thrown 
around the bill. 

No Senator can say with certainty 
that processes which will completely 
revolutionize the field of electric power 
will not be forthcoming, not within 5 
years, but within 6 years. Meanwhile, 
the industrial participation base will 
necessarily be narrow, by the terms of 
the bill. It will be limited to the few 
corporations involved in constructing 
and in testing the experimental reactors 
now authorized. 

Mr. President, who can guarantee that 
a discovery which will revolutionize 
power production will not be made on 
September 2, 1959? Should such an 

eventuality occur, the patent application 
for such a discovery would be free of 
the' compulsory licensing provisions of 
the bill, if that discovery should occur 
the day after or the month after. 

Mind you, Mr. President, the plants 
will require from now until then to be 
completed. Such a patent applicant 
would be able to patent his idea or his 
discovery and to retain exclusive control 
over its use during the life of the patent.
However, should such a discovery be 
made, and patent applied for, 2 days 
earlier, the patent applicants for that 
discovery would be subject to compul
sory licensing. 

Of course, Mr. President, I recognize 
there is the problem of determining 
when to start and when to end. When
ever an arbitrary date is fixed, inequities 
will be involved. But I submit that in 
the light of all the circumstances sur
rounding and involving this program, a 
5-year compulsory licensing period is 
wholly insufficient. 

I fear that there would be a very 
strong temptation to conceal a discov
ery made before the expiration of the 
5-year period. Of course, the bill at
tempts to prevent such concealment; it 
requires that new discoveries must be 
reported to the Commission, or that a 
patent application must be filed upon 
them, within 90 days after discovery. 
Curiously enough, however, no penalty is 
provided for failure to report to the Com
mission or to file a patent application. 
Surely this situation is an open invita
tion to violation. The law in this re
spect is clearly unenforceable. 

Congress would be wise, I believe, to 
strike out the September 1, 1959, date 
and wait a few years and watch develop
ments to determine when compulsory 
licensing should end. Certainly the in
dustrial base will not be broad enough 
at the end of 5 years. 

Still another aspect of attempts to pro
vide for patents will lead to certain 
confusion. Under the law, discoveries 
made by persons working for the Gov
ernment or working on projects financed 
by the Government, are Government 
property-a part of the public domain. 
All the development accomplished so far 
is a product of Government financing. 
Most of the development which will occur 
in the next 5 years will likewise be a 
product of Government financing. It 
can be argued that a discovery conceived 
during a period in which the discoverer 
is subsidized by the Government will 
still, even under the pending bill, be 
property of the Government. But it 
must be remembered that patents are 
based upon discoveries and discoveries 
result' from ideas. Who is to say at what 
specific time an idea was conceived? As 
Admiral Strauss stated during the hear
ings before the committee, it is often 
difficult for the discoverer himself to fix 
accurately the time at which an idea was 
formulated in his mind. 

Here is a situation which I can fore
see-and mark you well, it will occur.: If 
the pending bill becomes law, wealthy 
corporations will begin raiding the best 
brains in Government atomic research
bright young men who have been the 
backbone of our nuclear research pro-
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gram will be enticed away from Gov-ern
m~nt employment by fancy salaries and 
liberal research facilities. 

Such enticements need not necessarily 
be in the nature of a reprehensible means 
of raiding; it need merely be the setting 
up of a new ·enterprise, in which the 
salary schedule will be considerably 
above the level of governmental salaries. 
This would in itself, the human element 
being what it is, operate as an entice
ment for competent, talented young 
scientists to leave not only Government 
employment, but also private contrac
tors with the Government. Corporations 
now operating under research contracts 
financed by the _Government will form 
subsidiaries into which they will place 
researchers lured away from Govern
ment service or transferred from the 
corporate entity under contract to the 
Government. On September 2, 1959, I 
predict that a rash of patent applica
tions will be filed. · Perhaps not on Sep
tember 2, 1959, because that might, after 
all, be a little too obvious. I will move 
the date up 3 months to December 2, 
1959. I predict that the volume during 
that period would be great. Some 
scientists who have been working for 
many years on atomic research may sud
denly blossom out with all sorts of ideas, 
things they just couldn't think of when 
they were working for the Government, 
or when compulsory licensing provisions 
were in effect. 

Certain corporations, having worked 
closely with the program, may suddenly 
:find very valuable formulas which had 
not :finally been formulated before the 
patenting privileges became effective. 
This is not to charge improper motives; 
this is to assign to human beings and 
to American business the legitimate de-:' 
sire to profit from th~ir knowledge, their 
efforts, and their investments. 

Who, Mr. President, is to say when 
or where they got the ideas? Who can 
prove anything about a man's thought 
processes? 

The 5-year compulsory licensing aspect 
of the bill is an open invitation to eva
sion of the intent of the Congress. It 
is completely unenforceable; at least, it 
is very ineffective. 

Another objection to the bill is that 
its language requiring compulsory licens
ing, either by design or accident, makes 
the process almost impossible. Perhaps 
the easiest way to establish compul
sory licensing would be to retain -the 
compulsory-licensing provisions . of the 
McMahon Act. This act provides that 
when any patent is declared by the 
AEC to be affected with the public inter
est the Commission and every person 
lic~nsed by the Commission automati
cally is licensed to use the invention or 
the discovery covered by the patent. 
Under section 152 of the pending bill, 
however, any person who desires to use 
a patented invention or discovery must 
apply to the Commission for a patent 
license. That license will be granted only 
if the Commission :finds that the inven
tion or discovery is of primary impor
tance to a project assigned by the Com
mission to the license applicant. The 
license applicant must prove that use 
of the invention or discovery is of pri
mary importance to his business. Just 

what primary importance means is open 
to wide interpretation. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the. Senator yield? · 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. MONRONEY. For the informa

tion of the Senate, and particularly for 
the benefit of the junior Senator from 
Oklahoma, the licensing provisions with 
respect to patent rights would reward 
the inventor, the holder of the patent, 
with certain monetary gain, would it 
not? 

Mr. GORE. A reasonable royalty fixed 
by the Commission. 

Mr. MONRONEY. In other words, 
this would not deny to free enterprise 
or to inventive genius the right to pat
ents, but it would merely hold it within 
reasonable limits, to prevent the owner
ship of a patent being made an exclusive 
matter for the holder o-f the patent. 
In other words, :financial gain would not 
be denied even under a patent licensed 
to an inventor, but there would be re
moved from the patent holder's pos
session a control with which he could 
place a roadblock against all other com
petitors, which would prevent them from 
using, even upon their willingness to pay 
a fee, the invention which he has dis
covered. 

Mr. GORE. That is correct. There 
would be an insurance of widespread 
use of the discovery of a patenteG atomic 
process for wholesale use by the people, 
in order to lift the level of living of the 
people and our economic way of life. 

Mr. MONRONEY. If the patent were 
licensed, the opportunity to misuse it 
would be removed, as would be the dan
ger of monopoly in connection with some 
of the more important phases of this 
development. 

Mr. GORE. I think that monopoly is 
one thing against which we must guard 
with great care. No one can foresee the 
vast potentiality of this program. That 
makes it even more imperative that we 
prevent a few from fastening themselves 
upon the use of this source of energy so 
as to become bottlenecks. 

The pending bill attempts to permit 
the Commission to declare a discovery 
affected with the public interest, but be
fore it can do so, it must give the patent 
owner a hearing. Presumably the own
er of the patent could present arguments 
why the patent should be withheld from 
the public interest and if overruled, could 
appeal to the courts. Such a procedure 
could conceivably consume most of the 
5-year period in which compulsory li
censing is required. 

The facts of the matter are that the 
compulsory licensing procedure set out 
in the committee bill are so cumbersome 
as to be practically ineffective. 

One serious omission in the :field of 
patents is a provision of existing law 
which withholds patent rights on any 
invention or discovery to the extent that 
such invention or discovery is used in 
research and development activities in 
the atomic energy program. This pro
vision, which was contained in section 
11-B of the McMahon Act, has been de
leted from the pending bill. Failure to 
reenact this provision would seriously 
damage the progress of research. Cer-

tainly, those who wish to use new dis
coveries for further -research should be 
allowed to do so. I am advised that the 
Atomic Energy Commission recommend
ed this provision be retained. I believe 
it should be reinstated in the law. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I am glad the Sena

tor has mentioned that omission. Is it 
·not a fact that Admiral Strauss, in testi
fying before the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, expressed regret that 
that provision had been omitted, and, 
in order to encourage educational insti
tutions and others to go forward with 
research, requested that the provision 
which was contained in the McMahon 
Act be reenacted? 

Mr. GORE. I am advised that the 
Atomic Energy Commission did recog
nize that this provision of the McMahon 
Act should be continued in the pending 
bill. I believe that it should be in the 
bill. It is not. No satisfactory expla
nation has been given as to why it is not 
in the bill. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Is it not true that 
the bill introduced by the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr." HICKENLOOPER] on April 14, 
s. 3322, originally contained such a sec
tion, but that curiously it has been omit
ted from the bill now before the Senate? 
Such a provision would encourage the 
use by educational institutions of patents 
for noncommercial purposes. _ I think 
this serious omission from the bill 
should be remedied before the Senate 
approves the bill, if possible. _ 

Mr. GORE. I was not a ware of the 
fact that the bill originally introduced 
by the Senator from Iowa contained 
such a provision. I thank the Senator 
from Massachusetts for the information. 
I agree with his latter statement that 
before the Senate passes the bill, such 
a provision should be incorporated 
therein. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 
I am glad he brought up the matter, be
cause Admiral Strauss said that while 
there would be some occasions when the 
patents could be used, nevertheless, the 
omission of the language which was in 
the McMahon Act was a serious omis
sion, one which the Senate should cor
rect. I am delighted that the Senator, 
in connection with the remarks about 
other phases of the patent situation, will 
offer an amendment to cure the omission. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator from 
Massachusetts. I wish to take this oc
casion to say, for the RECORD, that l 
know of no young man in America who 
in 2 years' time has demeaned himself 
with more honor and credit than has the 
junior Senator from Massachusetts in 
the 2 years he has been a Member of 
this body. Having served with him in 
the House, before we came to the Sen~te 
at the same time, I take particular pnde 
in the .wonderful success and the marvel
ous record of service which the Senator 
from Massachusetts has established. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I hope the Senator 
from Tennessee will not apply a patent 
to those remarks, so that they can be 
used freely on and off the floor of the 
Senate. 
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Mr. GORE. I here and now give to the 
junior Senator from Massachusetts a 
private patent on those remarks. 

Another serious drawback which I 
find to the committee bill is the set of 
provisions for payment for atomic ash or 
plutonium produced by private groups 
in the production of electrical energy. 
The committee bill provides that the 
AEC shall make · available to licensees 
nuclear materials which will serve as 
fuel for power reactors. These ma
terials are to be furnished at reasonable 
prices. Just what is reasonable is not 
stated and the committee bill sets no 
standard for guidance of the Commis
sion. Once the fuel is burned or used, 
the Commission is then obligated to buy 
back the atomic residue at a guaranteed 
fair price. Under the bill, the Govern
ment owns any and all nuclear material, 
and the residue from reactors falls un
der that classification of Government 
property. If the Government pays less 
than the cost of production in a given 
plant for this nuclear residue, that would 
amount, it could be argued, to confisca
tion. .Therefore, the AEC must pay at 
least the cost of production of the most 
expensive plant. This price would be 
the same for all producers. This means 
that the producer with the highest cost 
and the least efficient plant will set the 
price for all producers. Indeed, I am 
advised that under the pending bill the 
Atomic Energy Commission could have 
but one price, and therefore that price 
might be that of the producer with the 
highest price. · 

Suppose that for some reason in the 
future the Government's needs for 
atomic materials for weapons could be 
reduced drastically. Suppose that new 
discoveries of materials or greatly im
proved processes of production could 
yield a surplus of material, reducing the 
value of nuclear residues to virtually 
nothing-still the Government would 
have to pay the cost of the least efficient 
producer for all the nuclear residue in 
the hands of private producers during 
the 40 years they may be licensed to do 
business. This feature of the bill looks 
to me like a built-in subsidy. 

We may have the spectacle of the 
Government paying more for the nu
clear residue that it must buy back, than 
it charges plants for the nuclear fuels 
they use to operate their reactors. Sure
ly, cancellation provisions should be 
written into the law. 

I can not in good conscience cast my 
vote for the committee bill in its present 
form. To my mind it provides oppor
tunities for exploitation which dwarf 
anything presented to the Congress dur
ing my tenure of public service. All that 
is required is for a company to bring up 
a roll of blueprints, a cheerful smile, a 
slogan of free enterprise willing to take 
over, and the contents of the public 
storehouse are handed over without 
question with wheelbarrows furnished 
to cart it away. 

Mr. President, I have attempted in my 
address today to approach the subject 
I have been discussing without reference 
to the Atomic Energy Commission
TVA issue, on which the Senate voted 
last evening. I have not discussed that 

issue today, and I shall not now do so. 
I only mention it to point out that this 
example of the misuse of the power of 
the Atomic Energy Commission for a 
purpose unrelated to its program, over 
the opposition of a majority of its mem
bership, does not encourage the resolu
tion of those questions I raise in favor 
of the provisions of the pending bill. 
I trust that as we consider the various 
amendments now at the desk we will 
give-and that I will have an oppor
tunity to give-what small contribution 
we can individually and collectively 
bring to bear upon the solution of the 
vast, vital problems involved. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BUTLER in the chair). The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

PENNSYLVANIA INDUSTRIAL AND 
CONSTRUCTION EXPOSITION 

During the delivery of Mr. GORE's 
speech, 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield to me for 
about 5 minutes, without losing his right 
to the :ftoor, so that I may make a state
ment for the REcORD relative to the 
Pennsylvania Industrial and Construc-
tion Exposition? · 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I am glad 
to yield to the distinguished senior 
Senator from Pennsylvania for that 
purpose, provided I do not lose my right 
to the :ftoor, and provided also that his 
remarks will appear following the con
clusion of my speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
REYNOLDS in the chair). Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I take 
this opportunity to call attention to a 
significant event which is about to take 
place in my home State, the Common
wealth of Pennsylvania. 

It is an event which has a most im-· 
portant bearing on the industrial prog
ress and economic strength of Pennsyl
vania and the whole Nation. 

It is highly important to the manage
ment of our thousands of manufacturing 
plants as well as the millions of workers 
who earn their livelihood on the State's 
assembly lines and in the construction 
industry. 

I refer to the Pennsylvania Industrial 
and Construction Exposition, which will 
be held in the Capital City of Harrisburg 
during the week beginning September 20, 
1954. 

The exposition will occupy the State 
Farm Show building, and may I point 
out to those not familiar with it, that 
this is the largest exposition building in 
America, with 5 acres of display space 
and 35 acres of free parking area. 

Certainly it is not news to the Nation. 
or indeed, to the world that Pennsyl
vania is a great hive of industry, within 
whose borders are produced almost every 
commodity made anywhere else in the 
United States. 

But the Keystone State has never been 
one to blow its own horn. If we have 
erred, it has been on the side of excessive 
modesty. 

Now Pennsylvania is putting its indus
trial achievements on parade. It is 
placing on display the rich variety of 
commodities, machines, and products 
manufactured in the Commonwealth. 

It is my hope that many officials of the 
Federal Government and Members of 
Congress will journey to Harrisburg next 
September to view and enjoy this demon
stration of Pennsylvania's outstanding 
part in America's industrial progress. 

The exposition is under the sponsor
ship of the Keystone Building Contrac
tors Association, in cooperation with the 
State Department of Commerce. It has 
the endorsement and active support of 
the Pennsylvania Manufacturers Associ
ation, the State Chamber of Commerce, 
the Pennsylvania Newspaper Publishers 
Association and other trade bodies. 

It will feature an almost endless va
riety of products. Exhibitors will come 
from the fields of iron and steel foun
dries, primary metal industries, gas and 
electric utilities, special industrial ma
chinery, trucking and motor vehicles, 
railroad equipment, electrical apparatus 
and appliances, surgical and medical in
struments and supplies, rubber products, 
fine jeweled watches and clockwork-op
erated devices, fabricated plastic prod
ucts, lumber and building materials, con
struction equipment, chemicals, petro
leum products, dairy and bakery goods, 
candy and related products, beverage 
industries, wooden and cardboard con
tainers, clothing and fabrics, footwear. 
furniture and home furnishings, news
papers, magazines and books, concrete 
products, and heavy construction, and 
much besides. 

In conjunction with the exposition, 
four statewide conventions will be held 
simultaneously in Harrisburg. Meeting 
there will be the Keystone Building Con
tractors Association, Pennsylvania So
ciety of Architects, Pennsylvania Retail
ers' Association, and the Pennsylvania 
Osteopathic Association. In addition, 
there will be a conference of officials of 
the Pennsylvania Society of Professional 
Engineers. 

It is estimated, Mr. President, that up
ward of 300,000 persons from every part 
of Pennsylvania and all sections of the 
Nation will come to see and to shop at 
this unique showcase of Pennsylvania on 
display. 
· As I mentioned earlier, it will be good 
for Pennsylvania and the Nation. It 
will be good for our industry. But it 
will be even better for wage earners and 
the consuming public. 

I hope that many Members of Con
gress will be able to arrange to come and 
see our exposition. I assure you it will 
be extremely worth while. 

Mr. President, the advisory committee 
for the exposition is a cro·ss section of 
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the Commonwealth's leading industrial
ists, public officials, newspaper publish
ers, educators, a-nd trade association ex
ecutives. It is headed by the Honorable 
Andrew J. Sordoni, Secretary of the 
Pennsylvania Department of Commerce. 

I shall not read the names of the ad
visory committee members but ask 
unanimous consent to have the list 
printed in the REcoRD at this point in my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed iri the RECORD, as 
follows: 
ADVISORY CoMMITrEE, PENNSYLVANIA INDUS

TRIAL AND CONSTRUCTION EXPOSITION, HAR
RISBURG, PA., SEPTEMBER 20-25, 1954 
Hon. Andrew J. Sordoni, chairman; Walter 

Annenberg, publisher, the Philadelphia In
quirer; C. J. Backstrand, president, Arm
strong Cork Co.; E. D. Becker, publisher, 
Pittsburgh Sun-Telegraph; M. W. Clement, 
Pennsylvania Railroad; Theodore A. Distler, 
president, Franklin and Marshall College; 
Dr. Milton S. Eisenhower, president, ·the 
Pennsylvania State University; Joseph C. 
Feagley, president, Pennsylvania State 
Chamber of Commerce; Joseph A. Fisher, 
president, Reading Railroad Co.; Edward G. 
Fox, president, the Philadelphia and Reading 
Coal & Iron Co.; Wilfred D. Gillen, presi
dent, the Bell Telephone Co. of Pennsyl
vania; Albert M. Greenfield, president, Al
bert M. Greenfield & Co.; C. G. Johnston, 
regional sales manager, Ford Motor Co.; 
Pressly H. McCance, president, Duquesne 
Light Co.; L. T. McCurdy, vice president, 
Container Corporation of America; Frank E. 
Masland, Jr., president, C. H. Masland & Sons, 
Inc.; Frank G. Morrison, president, the Pitts
burgh Press; Brig. Gen. John J. O'Brien, 
president, United States Steel Homes, Inc.; 
Chas. E. Oakes, president, Pennsylvania 
Power & Light Co.; P. H. Powers, president, 
West Penn Power Co.; John A. Robertshaw, 
president, Robertshaw-Fulton Controls Co.; 
W. c. Robinson, president, National Electric 
Products Corp.; W. F. Rockwell, Jr., presi
dent, Rockwell Manufacturing Co.; Edwin 
F. Russell, publisher, Patriot-Evening News; 
A. W. Schmidt, vice president, T. Mellon & 
Sons; John H. Seeton, secretary, Pennsyl
vania Manufacturers' Association; H. W. 
Spong, president, Dauphin Deposit Trust 
Co.; Ferdinand K. Thun, president, Berk
shire Knitting Mills; 0. Titus, president, 
Pennsylvania Electric Co.; I. W. Wilson, pres
ident, Aluminum Company of America; Nor
man W. Wilson, chairman of the board, Ham
mermill Paper Co.; W. H. Worrilow, president, 
Lebanon Steel Foundry; J. H. Young, presi
dent, H. H. Robertson Co.; H. Ward Zimmer, 
president, Sylvania Electric Products, Inc.; 
George M. Schmeltzer, executive director, 
Pennsylvania Industrial and Construction 
Exposition. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Tennes
see for his courtesy in yielding to me. 

TRADE UNIONISM WITH VISION 
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, one of 

the oldest and most responsible labor 
unions in the country, which has its 
international headquarters in New York 
City, is the United Hatters, Cap, and 
Millinery Workers International Union, 
affiliated with the American Federation 
of Labor. 

The international president of that 
union is an old and close friend of mine, 
Mr. Alex Rose, a veteran of labor move
ment, and an active figure in the politi
cal life of New York State. 

Mr. Rose is one of that group of labor 
leaders who have earned the title of 
labor statesmen. Alex Rose is a true 
labor statesman. And his union is one 
of tho'le which has concerned itselt, not 
only with the welfare of the workers, 
but with the welfare of the industry in 
which the workers are employed, and, 
above all, with the welfare of the Nation. 

I have known Alex Rose for many 
years, in his capacities both as a labor 
leader and as a political leader. In both 
capacities, he has proved himself to be 
a man of vision, of insight, and of deep 
understanding. He is a dedicated man. 
He is a man who comprehends the heavy 
responsibilities of both union and public 
leadership. 

Last Sunday morning there was . an
nounced a most intriguing action on the 
part of the union of which Alex Rose is 
the president and of which Mr . . Marx 
Lewis, the general secretary. 

This union undertook to make a loan 
of a quarter of a millon dollars to a 
prominent and responsible manufacturer 
of millinery who found himself facing 
bankruptcy as a result of overexpansion 
at a moment when business, itself, had 
turned downward and sales had 
fallen off. 

This quarter of a million dollars was 
obtained not from the union treasury
for that was pretty well empty-but 
mostly from a solicitation of small loans 
from the members of that union. 

The purpose of that loan was to enable 
the manufacturer, the Kartiganer Hat 
Corp., to meet its obligations-or some 
of them-and to continue in business. 
and thus to continue to furnish em
ployment in three cities where a closing 
down of those plants would have meant 
disaster, not only to the workers, but 
to the communities in question. 

One of those communities is in New 
York; the name of that community is 
Beacon, where the Kartiganer Co., em
ploy::; 350 workers. 

The plant at Beacon is more than 130 
years old. The workers there are the 
sons and daughters, and grandsons and 
granddaughters, of hatmakers. It was 
to preserve their jobs that Alex Rose's 
union. which is relatively a small union. 
having about 35,000 members; decided on 
this almost unprecedented undertaking. 

For a union of this size, which has 
just come through a strike which is said 
to have cost the union almost $2 
million to turn around, after a bitter 
conflict with one hat corporation, to help 
save the management of another hat 
corporation is labor statesmanship of 
the highest order. It shows a real 
dedication to private enterprise. It 
shows the kind of concept of labor
management relations which is becom
ing a standard hallmark of organized 
labor in the United States. 

This is responsible trade unionism. 
This is trade unionism with vi~ion. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a comprehensive report of this 
undertaking on the part of the United 
Hatters, Cap and Millinery Workers 
Union, published in the New York Times, 
of Sunday, July 18, where the report 
was given front page prominence, be 

printed in the RECORD at this point in my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
HAT UNION VoTES $250,000 LoAN To SAVE 

BIG EMPLOYER IN CRISIS 
(By A. H. Raskin) 

One of the country's largest millinery 
manufacturers completed arrangement yes
terday for a union loan of $250,000 to keep 
his hat plants operating and to preserve the 
jobs of his 1,050 unionized employees. 

The loan plan was announced by Alex 
Rose, president of the United Hatters, Cap 
and Millinery Workers International Union, 
A. F. of L. The money will be made avail
able to the Kartiganer Hat Corp., which pro
duces $6 million worth of women's hats each 
year at factories in West Upton and Milford, 
Mass., and Beacon, N.Y. 

A sharp drop in hat sales last spring, 
coupled with heavy investments in new pro
ductive facilities, had left the company in 
acute financial difficulties. Without the 
union's help it would have been obliged 
to shut down two of its plants and discharge 
700 of its workers. The Beacon and West 
Upton plants are more than a century old 
and many of the present workers are the 
great-grandchildren of hatmakers who 
worked in these same factories. 

Under the plan worked out with Charles 
H . Kartiganer, president of the company, the 
union will advance $50,000 from its inter
national treasury: The remaining $200,000 
will be supplied by the workers themselves 
as an investment in the security of their 
jobs. Each worker will lend $200 of his per
sonal funds. Those who do not have that 
much cash will obtain loans from local banks 
under an arrangement made by the union 
locals in the plant towns. These loans will 
be repaid out of future wages. 

The union's decision to bail out the Karti· 
ganer Co. was made even though the union 
Itself is in straitened financial circum
stances. It recently ended a strike of 10¥z 
months against the Hat Corp. of America 
in Norwalk, Conn.. in the course of which 
the union spent almost $2 million. The 
union has a total membership of only 35,000 
and it came out of the strike $1 million in 
debt. 

The central issues in the Norwalk strike 
was the union's desire to keep the company 
from moving its hatmaking operations to 
lower wage areas in the South and West. 
The company obtained a settlement that left 
it free to decide where it would do its 
manufacturing, but it sent the union a let
ter promising to maintain the bulk of its 
production in Norwalk. 

In announcing the loan arrangement with 
the Kartiganer Co., Mr. Rose emphasized the 
considerations that prompted the union's 
action. 

"While the whole idea of a union investing 
in a company may seem very unusual the 
fast changes that take place in industry 
often require new methods," the union pres
ident said. "Sometimes a union must fight 
on the picket line and spend its money for 
strike benefits. Sometimes it can best pro
tect the interests of its members by pro
viding financial assistance to the ·company 
on which they depend for livelihood. 

"In this case we have been impelled by 
a threefold purpose-to guarantee the jobs 
of our members, to preserve labor standards 
in our industry, and to prevent communities 
from turning into ghost towns. The shut
ting down of these factories would have left 
the workers with no other jobs to go to. 
There are no other hat companies in which 
they could have been employed. It was a 
case o:f helping an employer in order to help 
ourselves." · 
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The union set up two requirements as 
conditions for its loan. The first was that 
there be no cuts in wages or established 
working conditions. Mr. Kartiganer assured 
Mr. Rose that he did not hold wages or union 
standards accountable for his difficulties, and 
promised that there would be no reductions. 

The second condition was that a union 
accountant be posted in the company offices 
to keep watch on the safety of the union 
investment and prevent a destructive com
petition for unionized manufacturers in New 
York and other unionized millinery centers. 
The union has long been a major element 
in promoting stability in the hat industry. 

The plant at Beacon opened in 1822 and 
the one at West Upton 11 years later. The 
Milford factory, "baby" of the lot, is 59 years 
old. Part of the Kartiganer company's 
present trouble stemmed from its decision to 
buy the West Upton factory from the Mer
rimac Hat Corp. 2 years ago. Mr. Karti
ganer put $500,000 into the plant. When 
business took a nosedive early this year, he 
found himself unable to pay his bills. 

His creditors appointed a committee, 
which informed Mr. Kartiganer that he 
would have to concentrate all of his pro
duction in a single plant and lay off two
thirds of his employees. The union then 
took the initiative in calling a new confer
ence of the creditors, at which the idea of 
a union loan was broached. 

The union took the view that the company, 
which sells to many of the country's largest 
chain and department stores, had plenty of 
prospective business if it could obtain fresh 
working capital. 

The creditors' committee, after a week's 
negotiations, gave its endorsement to a for
mula for the use of the $250,000 union loan 
to settle the company's business debts, but 
the entire plan is still contingent on rati
fication by the full group of creditors ·at a 
meeting this week. Terms of the proposed 
settlement and the amount of outstanding 
debts were kept secret pending the ratifica
tion meeting. 

Last Tuesday the union's general executive 
board voted formal authorization "for the 
loan from the union treasury. On Thurs
day night members of the union local rep
resenting the 700 workers at West Upton 
and Milford, which are only 6 miles apart, 
met and voted overwhelmingly in favor of 
the project. A similar meeting was held Fri
day night for the 350 workers at Beacon, 
with the same enthusiastic response. 

The plans developed by the union and the 
company call for closing of the Milford plant 
and absorption of its entire work force into 
the adjacent West Upton ·factory, thus pre
serving all the jobs in both Massachusetts 
communities. The Beacon plant will con
tinue in full operation. 

"This is a very happy example of labor
management cooperation to keep a company 
in business and protect the jobs of people 
who have hatmaking in their blood," Mr. 
Kart iganer said. 

The Kartiganer company started making 
hats in New York 33 years ago. A few years 
later it transferred its production to the 
plants in Milford and Beacon. It has had 
o·ccasional union difficulties but its basic 
relationship with the union has been har
monious. Its last strike was a brief one in 
1947. The company's sales, purchasing, and 
executive offices are at 1 West 39th Street 
in this city. Its wages range from $1.25. to 
$3 an hour. 

Union loans to manufacturers have been 
rare. In the depression o! the thirties when 
the men's clothing factory of Hart, Schaff
ner & Marx in Chicago was near liquida
tion, members of the Amalgamated Clothing 
Workers, CIO, instituted a voluntary pay 
cut to be considered as a loan to the com
pany. It was repaid in full. 

There have been a few other instances of 
monetary aid to employers by the Amal
gamated and by its sister union in the wom
en's clothing industry, the International La
dies' Garment Workers Union, A. F. of L. 

THE CEASE FIRE IN INDOCHINA 
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, insofar 

as the cease-fire agreement in Indochina 
represents an arrangement which ends, 
for the present, the blood-letting in that 
area and holds out some hope for the 
stabilization of relations between the 
powers most immediately concerned, it 
must be accepted and acceded to as being 
probably the best agreement that could 
be reached under the existing circum
stances. 

Mr. Mendes-France appears, indeed, 
to have negotiated the best conditions 
that could be negotiated, and must be 
commended for having fulfilled his 
promise to the French people and, in
ferentiaUy, to the peace-loving peoples of 
the world. His skill, persistence and 
dedication niust enlist our praise. 

The cease-fire agreement is, of course, 
far from satisfactory from our point of 
view. Indeed, how can we be happy 
about any arrangement which extends 
the scope and authority of the Com
munist power? Yet we must face the 
hard fact that neither the American peo
ple nor the French, British, or the Asian 
peoples in surrounding countries are 
ready or willing to engage in the full
scale military action which would be the 
only alternative to a settlement along 
the lines which have been arrived at. 

In view of this circumstance we must 
be content with the agreement, though 
we are not happy about it. 

This has indeed been a setback for 
the non-Communist world and for the 
cause of freedom. We have undoubtedly 
suffered here a serious defeat. In this 
setback and this defeat our administra
tion has played a role which does not 
reflect too brilliantly upon either orir 
diplomacy or our appreciation of the 
factors which were involved. It is pos
sible by hindsight to chart a much more 
consistent course of action which our 
Government might have followed and 
which might have had a more satisfac
tory result. 

I do not believe, however, that we 
should spend too much time or effort in 
assessing blame for past errors. Our 
problem now is to insure, to the extent 
that we can, that this setback will. not 
lead to disaster. The ·cease-fire agree
ment can give us time to strengthen the 
forces of freedom and to increase the 
powers of resistance to the Communist 
pressure in this area, or can merely be a 
stopgap leading to a new series of 
disasters. 

Bold, imaginative, and constructive 
diplomacy is called for, along with prac
tical measures to mobilize and strengthen 
the forces of resistance in this and other 
areas. Time can be on our side if we 
use it wisely and well. 

END OF HOSTILITIES IN INDOCHINA 
Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, I wish 

at this time to make a short statement 

on a subject which I intend to discuss 
at a later date, but my present remarks 
will be a prelude to that statement to be 
made in the future. We will hear a great 
deal of talk about appeasement in con
nection with the end of hostilities in 
Indochina. I am perplexed by this kind 
of talk. I should like to ask my col
leagues, particularly those who have 
talked about appeasement, if they would 
have voted to send American boys to fight 
in Indochina. Would they have voted to 
send American military planes and 
American pilots to fight in this far-away 
war? No one is more conscious of the 
growing encroachment of communism 
throughout the world than I, but I should 
like to remind my colleagues that the 
word "appeasement" in connection with 
the present state of world affairs gives 
an erroneous picture. I, for one, am not 
ready to send American young men into 
Indochina in a fighting war, and I believe 
that many of my colleagues who have 
seized upon this opportunity to speak of 
appeasement would not vote for armed 
intervention by the American military at 
the present time. There are features in 
the agreement which are not desirable, 
but we must accept them. That is not 
appeasement. 

VISIT OF JAPANESE DIET COMMIS
SION OF THE HOUSE OF REPRE
SENTATIVES TO THE SENATE 
Mr. LEHMAN obtained the floor. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from New York may yield, without losing 
the floor, in order that I may introduce 
to the Senate six representatives of the 
Japanese Diet Commission. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield for 
that purpose. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from New York may be permitted to yield 
to me for a few minutes, without his 
losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, pres
ent on the floor are six members of the 
Japanese Diet Commission of the House 
of Representatives, who are traveling 
through the United States on their way 
to South America. Their names are: 

Representative Tokuya Furuhata, Lib
eral, chairman. 

Representative Ichiro Shoji, Liberal 
Representative Kyue Kikkawa, Pro

gressive. 
Representative Seigo Kusumi, Progres

sive. 
Representative Yoichiro Kambayasht, 

Social Democrat. 
Representative Kanju Kato, Social 

Democrat. 
Secretary Yoriyoshi Kawaguchi. 
On behalf of all Members of the Sen

ate, I desire to welcome the members 
of the Japanese Diet Commission to the 
Senate. 

[Applause, Senators rising.] 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi

dent, I should like to add a word of wel
come to that which already has been 
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extended by my distinguished colleague, 
the Senator from Michigan. 

As a member of the Committee on For
-eign Relations, and having visited Japan 
a number of times, the last occasion 
being recently, and having been accorded 
the high privilege of being introduced. 
to the Japanese Diet, I wish to add my 
word of greeting to these honorable 
gentlemen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair takes pleasure in welcoming to the 
floor of the Senate the distinguished rep
resentatives from Japan, and hopes that 
they will enjoy their visit with us. 

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1946 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3690> to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the 
most precious and essential things in life 
are often taken completely for granted. 
Thus we take for granted our dearest 
friends, our parents, our basic institu
tions, our freedom. We take them for 
granted because we know that they are 
always there and can always be depend
ed upon. 

We do not consider them to be of any 
special miraculous quality. We do not 
spend much time congratulating our
selves on having them, or wondering how 
they became what they are. 

Yet, Mr. President, it is a very wise 
thing to reflect, from time to time, on 
how very fortunate we are to have these 
relationships and these institutions, and 
to recall how they happened to develop 
and come into being. · 

All this is by way of introduction to 
a familiar element in our lives--in our 
home lives and in our economic life
an element we are inclined very much 
to take for granted. I refer to electrical 
energy and power. 

Truly to understand the issues before 
the Senate, and to comprehend the sig
nificance of the provisions of the pend
ing bill dealing with atomic energy, we 
must begin by reflecting on the signifi
cance and background of stored power 
and energy-its significance and mean
ing for our country and our civilization. 

If we will do this, we may be able bet
ter to comprehend the anomalous na
ture-the self -defeating nature--of 
some of those provisions of the pending 
bill dealing with the development and 
control of atomic energy for power-pro
ducing purposes. 

· It is a fact, first of all, that our Na
tion's economic outlook for the coming 
quarter century and far into the future 
is directly related to the increasing 
availability of adequate supplies of ener
gy, and to the cost at which that energy 
can be produced. 

For thousands of years, man's stand
ard of living has been directly related 
to his ability to harness energy in ad
dition to that of his own muscles. 

The control of fire, the domestication 
of animals, the invention of the wheel, 
the first crude harnessing of falling wa-

ter to provide mechanical power, all 
these were steps in which man put ener
gy to work to supplement his own. 

With the invention of the steam en
gine in the eighteenth century, the up
ward trend in man's use of energy was 
greatly accelerated. But standards of 
living did not move upward rapidly. 
Owners of factories owned the steam 
engines. They had much greater bar
gaining power than the unorganized 
workers. So the benefits of the steam 
engine were highly restricted. 

An entirely new epoch in man's use 
of imprisoned energy began with the 
invention of the dynamo. Edison's first 
central-electric station started the elec
trical age. Today we are approaching 
the complete electrification of the home, 
the farm, the store, the mine, and the 
factory. 

The building of the first electric pow
erplant to supply electricity for light
ing homes and shops and streets in an 
area opened the way to democratic con
trol of the new energy which man was 
harnessing to do this work. 

In the period before electricity, the 
new steam power which was revolution
izing industry, belonged entirely to the 
owner of the mill or mine or factory. 

But the new electric powerplants pro
vided electricity for many different peo
ple. Electric powerplants used the 
streets for their pole lines and wires; 

In short, the electric power business 
started as a public service industry, 
which could be operated by private 
owners only on obtaining a permit or 
franchise from the local government. 
This meant that the local government 
retained the right to attach conditions 
to the franchise to protect the public in
terest, to regulate the power company in 
its rates and other aspects of its activi
ties and to undertake electric service on 
a public basis in those cases in which 
the people of the community preferred 
it that way. 

The law of the land protects the people 
in all these rights, so far as the electric 
power business is concerned. 

This is fortunate because of the tre
mendous increase in the country's de
pendence on electricity for its conven
ience, its comfort, and the productivity 
of its labor. Experience with the Fed
eral power policy which has been in ef
fect during the last 40 years has shown 
people what great things can be accom
plished when the Federal Government, 
rural electric cooperatives, and munici
pal powerplants work together to pro
vide electricity at a low cost to con
sumers of electric· power. 

Many of us, in our lifetime, have seen 
an almost miraculous increase in the use 
of electricity in the home. When we 
entered World War I in 1917, electricity 
was used almost exclusively for lighting 
and the average home was using only 
about 268 kilowatt-hours in a whole year. 
Fifteen years later in 1932, homes were 
still using only about 600 kilowatt-hours 
a year. But there were already cities 
where public ownership had brought the· 
consumers much lower electric rates and 
homes in those cities were using five 
times the average for the United States. 

Beginning in 1933, when the Tennessee 
Valley Authority began to show the way, 
residential use of electricity, for wash
ing machines, irons, refrigerators, ra
dios, and so forth, began to increase 
rapidly, until today it averages about 
2,200 kilowatt-hours per home. In some 
areas it averages 6,000 kilowatt-hours 
per year and up. This has meant a tre
mendous stimulus to the electrical ap
pliance industries and all industries fur
nishing them with materials. 

But the country's average residential 
use of electricity still lags far behind 
what homes are using in cities like Ta
coma and Seattle, Wash., with their pub
licly owned electric systems, or in the 
cities supplied by municipal plants pur
chasing electricity from the TVA. As a 
result the full stimulus which home use 
of ele~tticity can give to employment is 
still to be realized. 

Experts estimate that in the future, 
homes will be using an average of at 
least 10,000 kilowatt-hours of electricity 
a year. The all-electric homes in Seat
tle are already approaching that use. A 
parallel increase is expected to carry 
farm use to an average of over 6,000 kilo
watt-hours a year. Mr. President, again 
I wish to refer to the :figure I have given 
for the year 1917, namely, only 268 kilo
watt-hours a year. 

To spread such universal use of elec
'trictly into the homes of the country will 
require assurance of low-cost power, be
cause there is the most definite, the most 
convincing relationship between the cost 
of power and the consumption of power. 
For instance, we know that in my State 
of New York, rates are more than twice 
as high as those on the Pacific coast, 
where cheap power is supplied from 
Bonneville, Grand Coulee, and other de
velopments. Although the rate in New 
York State is twice as high, the con
sumption of power in New York State is 
far less than one-half as great as that 
on the Pacific coast. 

Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. UP

TON in the chair). The Senator from 
New York has the floor. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, let me 
say that the same situation exists in the 
great area of New England, with which 
the distinguished Presiding Officer is so 
·familiar, and in other high-rate areas of 
the Nation. In every case there is a 
direct connection-an obvious and com
pletely convincing connection-between 
high rates of power and low consump
tion of power. 
. Quite as important as the increasing 
use of electricity in the home has been 
the tremendous increase in the use of 
electric power in our industries. This 
trend has been closely associated with 
the increasing productivity of industrial 
workers. It has contributed to the 
higher wage standards we now enjoy. 

The end of the 19th century saw only 
about 4 percent of the primary power 
used in factories derived from electricity. 
Ten years later, the ·proportion had in
creased to 23 percent; and by the close 
of World War I. it exceeded 50 percent. 
By the end of the financial boom of the 
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1920's, the :figure had reached 75 per .. 
cent; and today it is estimated that 
about 95 percent of all the power used in 
the country's factories is electric. 

Writing in 1948, Mr. Eugene Ayres, an 
engineering expert for the Gulf Re
search and Development Co., of Pitts
burgh, said: 

In 40 years installed industrial power for 
each worker has risen from 2.9 horsepower 
(31 percent electrical) to 7.2 horsepower (93 
percent electrical) , and the trend continues. 
The aluminum and magnesium industries 
Jnay double their installed capacity of about 
2 million kilowatts in the next decade. 

Almost every new or expanded industrial 
operation means greater demand for electri
cal power. Ore beneficiation (because of de
pletion of high-grade iron ore) will require 
a million kilowattR. Increased beneficiation 
of inferior coal will require several more mil
lions. Full mechanization of present mines 
could easily treble the mining industry's in
stalled capacity, and the huge coal mines of 
the future are expected to require far more 
electric power per ton of coal. 

Mr. Ayres further pointed out that a 
20,000 barrel-per-day shale-oil plant 
would require as much power as 50,000 
homes. He prophesied-and this was 
only in 1948-that the catalogue of fu
ture power uses in industry included 
••welding, infrared heating, continuous 
annealing, electric-arc furnaces, resist
ance furnaces, radio-frequency heating, 
air-conditioning, oil burners, and auto
matic stokers." Of course, Mr. Pres
ident, his prophecy has been far more 
than realized. 

Mr. Ayres referred to the estimate of 
Mr. A. C. Monteith, of the Westing
house Electric Co., that by 1977 the 
country's generating capacity might be 
250 million kilowatts. This compares 
with 50 million kilowatts in the elec
trical industry at the time the estimate 
was made, and between 80 and 90 mil
lion kilowatts today. He suggested that 
to meet these future requirements, about 
50 million kilowatts of additional hydro
electric capacity might be developed, 
and about 200 nullion kilowatts of steam. 

All this points to the absolute depend
ence of our country on a sound power 
program which will assure the availabil
ity of these additions to our present 
electric powerplant capacity, including 
the development of power from nuclear 
materials and from the 50 million addi
tional kilowatts of hydroelectric power 
available in our rivers and waterfalls. 

Nor should it be forgotten that an ex
panding economy with full employment 
and high living standards requires that 
this additional power be low-cost pow
er. That is absolutely essential, Mr. 
President. 

Dr. Grebe, of Monsanto Chemical Co., 
has expressed the fear that increasing 
power costs, due to mounting pressure 
on coal mines to support steam-station 
capacity, will stop the upward trend of 
our expanding economy. 

This concern is also expressed by the 
President's Materials Policy Commis
sion, which made its own estimates · of 
the country's expanding need for power 
during the next quarter century. They 

closely check those of the Westinghouse 
officials I have already quoted. 

The Materials Policy Commission es
timates that the demand for electricity 
in the United States will increase two 
and one-half times between 1950 and 
1975, to support an expected doubling of 
the Nation's output of goods and serv
ices. This appears to be a conservative 
estimate in terms of the Commission's 
own statement than in the 25 years from 
1925 to 1950, total national output of 
goods and services doubled, while con
sumption of electricity increased three 
and one-half times. 

The ability of the country to supply the 
power required to carry this expansion 
of production will mean a great deal to 
wage earners and farmers, for, with an 
expected increase of one-third in popu
lation, this could mean that our stand
ard of living may be something like half 
again as high in 1975 as it is today. 

The Materials Policy Commission es
timated the 1975 requirements of the 
country, on this basis, at 1,400 billion 
kilowatt-hours of electricity, as com
pared with 463 billion produced in 1952. 
The major question, it says, is whether 
supply will, in fact, be expanded rapidly 
enough. 

Here is where the importance of Fed
eral power policy and what we do with 
the people's nuclear resources is great
est. The Materials Policy Commission 
has reported that the essential needs of 
our citizens can be met from steam and 
hydro plants. 

But the Commission, in its report, 
raised a serious question as to whether 
electric power from these services could 
be kept on a low-rate basis, in view of 
the anticipated growth of demand. 
High-cost power will tend to repress the 
growth of consumption, it was said. 

But if we proceed to continue to de
velop atomic power processes and to 
maintain Government yardsticks which 
will assure abundant nuclear energy 
at the lowest possible cost, that may very 
well solve our energy problem. 

Mr. President, that is what some of 
my associates and I are fighting for, 
in opposing this bill. We wish to .make 
certain that there is a yardstick, that 
there is inherent in Government the 
power which, while not stopping develop
ment by private utility companies, will 
nonetheless permit the Government, if 
it finds it to be in the interest of the peo
ple of the United States, who have sup
plied $12 billion for the development of 
nuclear power, to come in and cooperate, 
in partnership, if you will, Mr. President, 
with private industry. 

I wish to emphasize as strongly as I 
possibly can, and I have said this before 
Mr. President, that there is not the 
slightest opposition on the part of my 
colleagues or myself to private enter
prise. We know it is beneficial to the 
country. All of us believe in private en
terprise. But we do not want to have 
the Government surrender all its rights 
in this great project, which, and again 
I wish to emphasize this point, was un
dertaken with funds provided by the tax 
revenues of the American people, in the 
amount of $12 billion. That right and 

that duty to protect the interests of the 
people of the United States must never, 
in my opinion, be surrendered by the 
Government. Yet that is prohibited in 
the bill which now is before us. 

Mr. President, as I was saying, if we 
proceed to continue to develop atomic
power processes and to maintain Gov
ernment yardsticks which will assure 
abundant nuclear energy at the lowest 
possible cost, that may very well solve 
our energy problem. But if atomic 
power is handed over to private mo
nopoly, notorious for its philosophy of 
scarcity and high rates, atomic power 
may contribute nothing to the critical 
energy problem. 

I want to emphasize, Mr. President, 
that I am not talking about something 
which has no direct interest or bearing 
on the life of New York State. All in
dications are that atomic power, when it 
is developed, will probably be made com
mercially available in the New York area 
before it is available anywhere else. 

Mr. Eugene Zuckert, until recently a 
member of the Atomic Energy Commi::J
sion, was interrogated on this precise 
point at one of the hearings conducted by 
the Joint Comn:ittee on Atomic Energy, 
under the chairmanship of Representa
tive STERLING COLE, of my own State of 
New York. Mr. Zuckert testified that 
the first nuclear reactors for power-pro
ducing purposes would very likely be 
erected in New York State, near the 
great centers of population in my State. 
I doubt whether nuclear power will be 
salable, for some years to come, for power 
purposes, in cities of small and medium 
size. But New York would be one of the 
first to have it, and it may have it very 
soon. 

Hence it is vitally important that the 
bill, as drafted and reported by the Sen
ate committee, should not close the door 
on fuller and deeper cooperation. It 
should be kept open for future debate 
and argument. 

America had little electricity, com
pared to the present time, in the period 
prior to the time when the Federal Gov
ernment assumed an active role in elec
tric-energy production and transmission. 

The Materials Policy Commission cal
culated, on the basis of census :figures, 
that the industrial use of electric energy 
per man-hour of labor increased from 
about 2% kilowatt-hours in 1929 to 
4% in 1939 and nearly 5% kilowatt
hours in 1947. By 1950 the figure had 
increase to more than 6% kilowatt-hours 
per man-hour of labor in industry. 

Taking into account the reduction in 
the average working week in the 20-year 
period, this means that the average fac
tory worker was supported by about 
13,000 kilowatt-hours of electrical energy 
in 1950, as compared with some 6,000 in 
1929. 

If we also take account of the increas
ing electrification of factory operations 
during the period, it appears that the 
total mechanical energy per industrial 
worker increased by about 75 percent 
between 1929 and 1950. 

The fact that the 20 years saw an al
most equal increase in the productivity 
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of . the. avetage wage earner in industry 
suggests the significance of a sound 
power program in the nation·al economic 
outlook. 

The great ability of this . country to 
sustain both a defense effort and a high 
average standard of living has been di
rectly related to the expansion in both 
the production and the u·se of power dur
ing the period in which the Federal Gov
ernment has played an active part in 
a~suring an abundance of low-cost elec
trical energy through great river-basin 
programs. 

In 1950 when the country's consump
tion of electricity reached 334 billion 
kilowatt-hours, 200 billion were used to 
operate machines, eiectrolytic pots; elec
tric furnaces, and so forth, in turning 
out the vast variety of products of our 
industries. 

This would not have been possible if 
electricity had not been greatly reduced 
in cost, to make the advent of the light 
metals and the electro-chemical indus
tries feasible. 

The notion that public power is cheap 
because the public systems avoid taxes, 
or have some other special advantage, is 
not accurate. 

The records show that real costs of 
producing electricity have been reduced 
during the period of Government yard
stick operations. A look at the man
power required to produce kilowatts of 
energy reflect this fact. 

In the 10 years before the creation of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority, the 
amount of .electricity produced by pri
vate companies per man-hour increased 
only about 25 percent. But in the fol
lowing 10 years it increased more than 
six times as fast, or by nearly 150 per
cent. 

In other words, principally due to the 
stimulus or our Federal power policy as
sociated with TVA, the Bonneville Power 
Administration, and the rural electrifi
cation program, the production of work
ers in the electrical utility industry it
self has increased six times the prior 
rate. 

This means lower costs-increased 
productivity savings which have been 
shared by labor, consumers, and invest
ors. The labor cost of producing a kilo
watt-hour of electricity and supplying 
to farms, homes, and industries, has been 
pulled down 38 percent. 

The whole picture reflected by any 
objective study of our Federal power 
operations is one of greater efficiency, 
greater power supplies, lower rates, and 
increasing profits in the private seg
ment, replacing high rates and scarcity. 
The overall result has been a stimulus to 
the expansion of the use of electricity, in
creasing employment, higher purchas
ing power of wages, and better living. 

Looking at the economic prospects for 
the next 25 years, the· Materials Policy 
Commission said: 

The central problem of electric energy is 
how to increase the N~tion's supply 2Y:z 
times during the next 25 years without run
ning ~to considerably higher costs. 

• • • • • 

Shortages of . electrkity and rising · real 
costs would impede economic growth: they 
would throttle national effort in the event of 
war. 

The Commission was undoubtedly 
thinking of the industrial requirements 
of our country--of the tremendous 
amounts of power that will be needed 
to meet the requirements of the essen
tial, modern electro-process industries, 
such as aluminum, magnesium, titanium, 
alloys, and chemical synthetics. Their 
requirements alone are expected to go 
from 37.5 billion kilowatt-hours in 1950 
to over 200 billion kilowatt-hours in 
1975. In the overall, industrial require
ments are expected to jump from 200 bil
lion kilowatt-hours in 1950 to 647 bil
lion kilowatt hours in 1975. 

And the Commission knew that to 
meet the needs of this modern age and 
an expanding economy, a large part of 
this electric power must be produced at a 
cost of not more than four-tenths of a 
cent per kilowatt-hour lest the light 
metals and electrochemical products be 
made excessively expensive and their de
velopment and use impeded. 

In this connection, an excellent illus
tration of need was given the Commit
tee on Public Works by Mr. Elwood 
Swisher, president of the United Gas, 
Coke and Chemical Workers of America, 
testifying on behalf of the Congress of 
Industrial Organizations, for public de
velopment and distribution of Ni.agara 
power. 

Mr. Swisher called attention to a state
ment by Secretary Talbot, of the Air 
Force, in which Talbot said: 

I believe we should take steps immedi
ately to increase the supply of titanium to 
fill the need fully, both for the military and 
for industry. Every assistance should be 
given to all potential producers of this 
metal. 

Mr. Swisher continued: 
Secretary Talbot reported to the Congress 

that the United States is extremely weak in 
the production of titanium metal and the 
failure to expand production in the Niagara 
area is due primarily to the failure to de
velop the power potential of Niagara, even 
though New York State provides an ideal 
location for the production of this vital ma
terial. 

·The significant power fact relating to ti
tanium production is that this metal re
quires 20 kilowatt-hours of electricity for 
each pound of titanium extracted. Because 
of this fact I have looked into the possible 
relationship between low-cost Niagara power 
in the expansion of the vital titanium in
dustry so necessary according to Secretary 
Talbot. Interestingly enough, before 1946 
the quantity of titanium produced in the 
United States was measured in pounds: Be
ginning in 1946-47 production was measured 
in hundredweight; in 1947-48 measurement 
was in tons. In 1949-50 by tens of tons and 
in 1950-51 some hundreds of tons were being 
produced. 

Every year or so since 1946, production of 
this wonder metal has jumped 10 times over 
and the President's Materials Polley Com
mission, reporting in 1952, estimated that 
by 1975 production might reach somewhere 
between 500,000 and 2 million tons a year. 

Production level in that range would mean 
increased power requirement for this metal 

alone ranging from 20 ·billion to 80 billion 
kilowatt-hours of low-cost electric energy. 

I wish to make clear that I am not. 
arguing the Niagara question at this mo
ment. I shall argue that at a proper 
time. We need low-cost electric energy 
in New York and the Northeast from 
whatever source, just as the Nation needs· 
it to assure economic growth and the fu
ture expansion of the vital electro-proc
ess industries. 

The capacity of Niagara is not suffi
cient to meet the whole national need. 
We need Niagara power and atomic 
power both. 

We need atomic power at the same 
time. We need both, and even then we 
will be hard put to take care of the ever
growing needs, and to reduce the· cost of 
power to a point where it will stimulate 
and develop new industries and increase 
existing industries far more rapidly than 
in the recent past. 

Because of the interest of New York 
State in a power development at Ni
agara, New York State has done consid
erable research in the economic value of 
low-cost power. 

Back in 1933 and 1934, the New York 
State Power Authority and the Federal 
Power Commission made a survey of the 
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence seaway and 
power project, which was submitted to 
the President and became Senate Docu
ment No. 116, 73d Congress, 2d session. 

That report predicted the need for 
tremendous quantities of power because 
of the increased use of electricity for 
heating in industry, and of the electric 
arc, electric resistance, arid electric in
ductance furnaces for melting, refining, 
and welding metals, for graphitizing car
bon, making calcium and annealing 
metals. 

In the metals field, the report pointed 
to growing industrial use of nickel, sili
con, tungsten, uranium, and vanadium. 
Titanium, which I have discussed, is also 
now in this class. 

The New York report of 1933-34 I 
have just cited predicted a tremendous 
growth of demand for low-cost elec
tricity which has, in fact, developed and 
which we find, in reviewing the Niagara 
situation, is continuing at accelerated 
rates. We are advised that despite their 
tremendous growth in electrical output, 
the Tennessee Valley and Bonneville 
area do not have power for all the indus
tries seeking a location in that area with 
power supply at costs which are feasible. 

I would like to place in the RECORD at 
this point in my remarks table V from 
this study which is a table showing the 
price-power cost relationship of some 
electrochemical products, illustrating 
how important the cost factor is in the 
industries of high electricity use. 

Power costing 2 mills per kilowatt
hour amounted to 11 percent of price of 
aluminum, the 22 cents a pound. But at 
1 cent per kilowatt-hour, the power cost 
would jump to 55 percent of the price. 

This table, covering a number of elec
trochemical materials, g1ves a direct in
sight into the importance of the power
cost element, and therefore into the im
portance of our aggressive efforts to bring 
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the cost of electricity from atomic gen
erating plants to the lowest possible 
levels. 

I also request permission to place in 
the RECORD table 1 from the Great Lakes-

St. Lawrence study, listing some of the 
products of electric furnace and electro
lytic cell, indicative of the importance 
of some of the electroprocess products 
in our everyday life. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

TABLE V.-Price-power cost relations for electrochemical products 

Power Power cost at 0.2 cent Power Power Power 
Power cost at 

Product Price per unit (kilowatt- 0.1 cent 
hour per per kilo- Percent Per kilo· Percent unit) watt- of price watt- of price hour hour 

------------
Sodium .... ----------------------- 19 cents per pound .. 7. 2 $0.007 4. 0 $0.014 7.6 
Aluminum .••• -------------------- 22 cents per pound .. 12.0 .012 5.5 .024 11.0 
Magnesium._--------------------- 30 cents per pound .. 13.0 .013 4.3 .026 8.6 
Copper ... __ ---------------------- $160 per ton _________ 222.0 .22 .14 .44 .3 
Cadmium ..• ---------------------- 64 cents per pound .. .8 .0008 .125 .0016 0 25 
Zinc .... . __ -------------.-------- .. $90 per ton __________ 3, 000.0 3. 00 3.3 6.00 6.6 
Chlorine._. ___ ----------.--------- 2 rents per pound •.• 1.5 .0015 7.5 .003 15.0 
Car bide ...... ________ -----------.- $100 per ton _________ 3,000. 0 3.00 3.00 6.00 6.0 Silicon carbon. ____________________ ..... do._.---- - ------ 7, 500 7.50 7.5 15.00 15.0 
Graphite .... ___ ------------------- 7 cents per pound . •• 1.8 .0018 2. 6 .0036 5.1 
Fused alumina ____________________ $90 per ton __________ 3, 500 3.50 4.0 7.00 7.8 
H3P01 .. ------------------------- - 9 cents per pound ... .8 .0008 .9 0 0016 1.8 
F crrosilicon .. --------------------- $35 per ton __________ 5,000 5.00 14.3 10.00 28.6 
Ferrochromium ___________________ $200 per ton.-------- 4,000 4.00 2.0 8.00 4.0 
Electric steeL _____________________ $60 per. ton.--------- 500 .50 .8 1.00 I. 66 
White lead .. ---------------------- $150 per ton ________ _ 450 .45 .3 . 90 .6 

Source: Survey or the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence seaway and power proJect. (p. 499). 

cost at cost at 
0.3 cent Percent 0.5 cent 
per kilo· of price per kilo-

watt- watt-
hour hour 

---------
$0.022 11. 4 $0.036 

.036 16. 0 .06 

.039 13.0 .065 

.66 .41 1.10 

.0024 .37 50.004 
9.00 10.0 15.00 
.0045 22.5 .0075 

9.00 9.0 15.00 
22.50 22.5 37.50 

.0054 8.0 .009 
10.50 11.7 17.50 

.0024 2. 7 .004 
15.00 43. 0 25.00 
12. ()(). 6.0 20.00 
1.50 2.5 2. 50 
1.35 .9 2.25 

Percent 
of price 

---
20.0 
27.0 
22.0 

.7 

.625 
16.6 
37.5 
15.0 
37.5 
12.7 
20.0 
4.4 

71.. 
10.0 
4.16 
1.5 

cost at 
1 cent 

per kilo-
watt-
hour 

---
$0.072 

.12 

.13 
2. 20 
.008 

30.00 
0 015 

30.00 
75.00 

.018 
35.00 

.008 
50.00 
•o.oo 

5.00 
4.50 

P ercent 
of price 

38.0 
55. 0 
43. 0 

1. 38 
5 1.2 

33. 0 
75.0 
30.0 
75.0 
25. 7 
39. 0 
9.0 

143. 0 
20.0 
8.3 
3.0 

TABLE I.-Products of electric furnace and electrolytic cell 

Product Raw material 

Nickel, refined ..• ----- _______ .. _---- ____ --------- Crude nickeL-----------------------------------
Nitric acid ..• . _. __________ .-----.------.--------- Air-- --...... -------.----------------------------
Oxygen. __ ____ -----------------._________________ Water, sodium hydroxide. ________ --------------
Ozone . . __ ------------------------- __ -------..... Air---- .................... ------------ .. -------. 
Palladium. ________ --------- _______ ... ________ ... Nickel refining slimes ..•. _-------_--------------
Perborates . .... . . ----- __ ..... ___ _ ---- .. _ ..... ---- Borax_ ................ --.--- . . --------- .. ----- .. 

~fa~~~~~~~;~================================== -~~~~~~;~=~8~:~-:-~~~====================== Do ..... ______________________________ . __ ..... Nickel refining slimes._-------- ______________ ... 
Potassium chlorate .. _--------- - ----------------- Potassium chloride·-----------------------------

~~~~ici~~~~~==================================== ~f:{!i :~~!irig-siinies== ========================= 
Silicon -------------------------- - --------------- Sand and coke._--------------------------------

Silicon carbide _____________ ---------_____________ Sand, sawdust, coke .... --------------_----------
Silver _____ ___ . ____ ------------------------------- Copper refining slimes . ..••. ---------------------
Sodium bichromate. ______ ... ____ -------.-------. Chromium salts _____ .---- ____ ..... ------- .. ____ _ 
Sodium metaL.--------------------------------- Caustic (Castner) ..... --------------------------

Do .......... __ . __ -------- __ .. ------- ____ ..... Salt .. .... ............. __ ... ______ .--------. ____ _ 
Sodium perchlorate .• ---------------------------- Sodium salts, NaCI03.- --- ------ ---------------
Tin, refined ...•...... -------- ------------------- - Impure tin, tin dross----------------------------
'\Vhite lead •.•• --------- ____ ....... _______ -------- Lead . . . --_ .. ----- ... -----.---. __ ----- __ . ---- ----

~~~· !~f:I~ ·pure================================= _ ~-U:~d~~~==== == === ===== == === ======== === = ========== 
Source: Survey of t-he Great Lakes-St. Lawrence seaway and power project (p. 496). 

Application of product 

Alloys, plating industry, dairy equipment, utensils. 
Explosives, fertilizers. 
Oxywelding, Oxycutting. 
Sterilization or water, sanitation. 
Industrial alloys. 
Bleaching agents for textiles. 
Acid phosphates, cleaners, food products. 
Mat5Jbes, phosphorus compounds, phosphor bronze, smoke screens. 
Electrical uses. 
Catalysts, jewelry, industrial alloys. 
Primers, matches, dyeing. 
Silica tubes, beat-resisting materials, optical uses, lenses. 
Industrial alloys. 
Silicon steel, hydrogen for balloons, resistance units, sillcidcs, silicon 

tetrachloride. 
Abrasives, and refractories. 
Jewelry, coinage, industrial alloys. 
Dyeing, tanning. 
Peroxides, cyanides, bleaching, mining. 
Alloys, tetraethyl lead, oreanic synthesis. 
Fireworks. -
Tinplate industry, bronzes. 
Paint pigment. 
Brass, galvanizing. 
Brass industry. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the rel
ative importance of electricity costs to 
various industries is indicated by their 
use of power. The Federal Power Com
mission issued a study of industrial elec
tric power use, 1939-46 some years ago 
which gives us some idea of how various 
industry groups might be affected, cost
wise, as a result of the wisdom--or lack 
of wisdom-with which this Congress 
adopts a program for the release of 
atomic energy for peacetime uses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

TABLE F.-Electric energy requirements 
(using only the 1944 column of ji.gures)
Continued 

I offer a table from that study, show
ing 1944 industrial consumption by in
dustries, for the RECORD at this point. 

Chemicals are the biggest users of elec
tricity-and that includes chemicals used 
by all of us. That industry used 29 bil
lion kilowatt-hours. Next biggest user 
was steel and iron industry, using 23 bil
lion kilowatt-hours. Next came the 
nonferrous meals using 21 billion kilo
watt-hours. 

I was myself surprised to learn that 
paper required the fourth largest 
amount-11 billion kilowatt-hours of en
ergy in 1944. The food and textile in
dustries each required nearly 9 billion 
kilowatt-hours. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TABLE F.-Electric energy requirements 

(using only the 1944 column of figures) 
[Kilowatt-hours in thousands (1944)) 

MANUFACTURING 
Chemicals _______________ ------
Iron and steeL __________ ------
Nonferrous metals _______ ------Paper ________________________ _ 

Food-------------------------
Textiles-----------------------
Petroleum and coaL __________ _ 
Transportation equipment ____ _ 
Stone, clay, and glass ________ _ 
!4achinery ____________________ _ 
Automobiles __________________ _ 
Electrical machinery __________ _ 
Ftubber _______________________ _ 

Lumber-----------------·------Printing ______________________ _ 
Furniture ____________________ _ 

Miscellaneous-----------------
Apparel-----------------·------
Leather ------------------··----Tobacco ______________________ _ 

29, 163,354 
23,289,908 
20,755,278 
11,037,527 
8,724,387 
8 , 815,882 
6,243,480 
8,908,688 
5,099,529 
5,861,275 
4,661,755 
3,658,196 
2,494,054 
1,461,514 
1,100,836 

867,388 
917,445 
538,970 
555,606 
163,896 

Total------------------- 144,318,968 

EXTRACTING 
Coal mining _.:. _______________ _ 

Metal mining----------------
Nonmetallic mining-----------
Petroleum and natural gas ____ _ 

5,237,694 
3,818,974 
1,348,327 

945,126 

Total ___________________ 11,350,121 

GOVERNMENT 
Shipbuilding _________________ _ 
Arsenal and ordnance _________ _ 
Miscellaneous manufacturing __ 

Total-------------------

1,155,031 
1,099,960 

826,578 

3,081,569 

United States ___________ 158, 750, 658 

Source: Industrial Electric Power, 1939-46 
(p. Vll). 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, a more 
current table of uses of electrical energy 
by industry group appeared in the Elec
trical World's 1954 statistical edition. It 
has a somewhat different division of in
dustries, but is an excellent index of the 
importance of low power costs to various 
industrial groups. I ask unanimous con
sent that it appear in the RECOJ\D at this 
point. 
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This table shows our primary metal 

industries using 5.45 billion kilowatt
hours in 1954, chemical and allied prod
ucts using 30 . billion kilowatt-hours, 
paper and allied products 20.7 billion 
kilowatt-hours, and food and textiles 
about 13 billion kilowatt-hours each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Industrial use of electric energy (1952) 
[Energy in million kilowatt-hours] 

Food and kindred products ________ _ 13, 198 
Tobacco manufacturers____________ 295 
Textile mill products______________ 13, 277 
Apparel and related products_______ 1, 759 
Lumber and products (except furni-

ture)---------------------------
Furniture and fixtures ____________ _ 
Paper and allied products _________ _ 
Printing and publishing industries_ 
Chemical and allied products ___ .:. __ 
Petroleum and coal products ______ _ 
Rubber products _________________ _ 
Leather and leather goods ________ _ 
Stone, clay, and glass products ____ _ 
Primary metal industries _________ _ 
Fabricated metal products ________ _ 
Machinery (except electrical)-----
Electrical machinery---------------
Transportation equipment ________ _ 
Instruments and related products __ 
Miscellaneous manufactures ______ _ 

4,829 
1,225 

20,670 
2,773 

30,272 
9, 109 
3,828 

740 
10,980 
54,4e3 
5,640 
8,399 
5,622 

10, 144 
1, 018 
2,715 

All manufacturing industries_ 200,986 

Source: Electrical World, Jan. 25, 1954; 
pp. 186-187. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, :finally, 
and this relates back to the price-power 
cost relationships, I should like to put 
in a table taken from the President's 
Materials Policy Commission report 
showintt the electricity required to pro
duce a ton of certain materials. 

A ton of titanium metal requires 
40,000 kilowatt-hours; aluminum, 18,-
000; 95 silicon metal, 17,500; electro
lytic magnesium, 16,000, to mention a 
few at the top. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 
TABLE V.-Power requirements for electro

process materials 
(Approximate kilowatt-hours required per 

ton of product] 
Titanium metal 1 __________________ 40, 000 
Aluminum metaL _________________ 18, 000 
95 percent silicon metaL ___________ 17,500 
Electrolytic magnesium ____________ 16, 000 
35 percent hydrogen peroxide (100 

percent basic)-~---------------- 16,000 
Electrolytic manganese ____________ 10, 200 
Silicon carbide____________________ 8, 600 
70 percent ferrotungsten__________ 7, 600 
Sodium chlorate___________________ 5, 200 

Rayon ---------------------------- 5, 200 
Phosphoric acid (via electric fur~ 

nace)--------------------------- 3,900 
Electrolytic zinc___________________ 3, 400 
Chlorine ______________ :____________ 3, 000 

1 Kilowatt-hours per pound of ·titanium 
from the President's Materials Policy Com
mission staff report on titanium. 

Source·: Adapted from chart of process 
power requirements, Chemical Engineering, 
March · 1951, p. 115. President's Materials 
Policy Commission and Resources for Free
dom (vol. 3, p. 34). 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the 
Materials Policy Commission's overall 
estimate was that we must increase our 
generating capacity from the 83 million 
kilowatts available in 1950, to at least· 
300 million kilowatts capacity by 1975. 
That means an increase of about 200 
million kilowatts capacity in the 20 years 
ahead, or more than twice as much as 
we have installed and are operating up 
to this point in the history of electric 
energy. The increase is four times as 
much as was made in generating capac
ity between 1932 and 1952. We added 
48 million kilowatts in that period of 
relatively rapid growth, including 15 mil
lion kilowatts installed. by Government 
agencies. We must realize that in the 
next 20 years we must increase that, not 
by doubling or trebling it, but by quad
rupling it, in order to 'keep pace with 
the great requirements for power, and 
with the absolute necessity for cheap 
power. I 

The Materials Policy Commission did 
not know, when it reported in 1952, that 
generation of electricity with nuclear 
materials was as close as appears today. 
or that it might be economically feasible 
during the 1950 to 1975 period it was 
studying. Its report said that require
ments could be met from the conven
tional sources if private utilities and 
Government quit arguing and pitched 
in to get the job done-both of them 
doing all they could. 

And even such an a.ll-out effort left the 
critical problem of cost to be met. The 
hydro sites would tend to be less favor
able and more costly to develop. In
creased coal output would come from 
more .costly mine operations. 

The emergence of nuclear reactors as 
a possible source of energy within this 
period offers a possible answer to this 
critical problem of assuring abundant 
power at costs to meet the Nation's re
quirements. Whether or not we make 
the most of the possibilities depends to 
a very considerable extent on what we 
do about the atomic energy bill which 
is before us. 

What is the record of the private 
power industries? I have revieweO. it to 
a very considerable extent in my preced
ing remarks outlining how slowly power 
use developed before the Federal pro
gram. 

In my judgment, the electric-power 
industry has resorted to the most repre
hensible sort of public relations, monop
oly practices, and :financial practices all 
through its history. And we have not 
curbed them, in spite of the exposures of 
the thirties and the Holding Company 
Act of 1935. They continue to spend 
enormous sums for lobbying, for brain
washing the people with their propa
ganda and for defending scarcities when 
they ought to devote their energies to 
construction to meet the Nation's power 
needs at costs which will maintain · eco
nomic progress. 

But a part of their timidity about in
stalling generator capacity is based on 
their reluctance to provide capacity 
ahead of demand. They want assured 
markets; contracts signed on the dotted 
line before installing new capacity. 

There is a second protective practice 
which results in slowing the pace of de
velopment. That is the suppression of 
new inventions and new techniques to 
protect investment in existing plants. 

Inevitably, if the Congress of the 
United States prevents the Atomic En
ergy Commission and other governmen
tal agencies from developing electric
power generators-if we apply the pol
icy that the administration advocates
to force the Government completely out 
of the power business-the development 
of low-cost and abundant power supply 
from atom-fueled generators will be held 
back. There will be a tendency, once the 
competition of Government yardstick 
operations has been removed, to slow up 
development, to waste time, and even 
hold back tlie introduction of known 
processes and techniques which might 
hasten the obsolescence of existing 
plants. There will be an inevitable 
tendency to absorb an undue portion of 
any savings realized from new processes 
as profits, rather than to insure low costs 
for the Nation's economic growth. 

We can anticipate that it will take 
many years to get atomic power in abun
dance at rates that will stimulate the 
economy-as TV A and Bonneville have 
stimulated the economies of their 
areas-under exclusive private owner
ship than with a mixed private and Gov
ernment development. 

To assure this Nation the necessary 
supplies of power it needs in these criti
cal times, we need new hydro and atomic 
generating capacity. We need to press 
forward with the development of great 
thermal power generating stations, lo
cated· close to coal and lignite sources 
that are economical, and a1so of all hy
droelectric sites and river basins in our 
country, and :finally, of great power 
grids that will assure the availability of 
low-cost wholesale power supply to 
every community in the Nation. 

In a study issued in October 1952, the 
Bureau of Reclamation envisioned such 
a mammoth power system to meet the 
needs of the entire West. A giant 500,-
000-volt transmission grid would tie to
gether the · hydroelectric developments 
of the Columbia River Basin in the Pa
cific Northwest, the Central Valley of 
California, the Colorado Basin, the Mis
souri Basin, and the Arkansas-White 
Basin with huge steam-electric stations, 
using the Rocky Mountain coal deposits 
in Utah, Wyoming, Colorado, and New 
Mexico; the tremendous lignite deposits 
in North Dakota, Montana, and South 
Dakota; and the large coal deposits in 
Iowa, Missouri, and Oklahoma. There 
will also be ties down to large steam sta
tions using either natural gas or lignite 
in Texas. 

Looking ahead to 1975, this study sees 
the regional power demand of the West 
being met by the production of 174 bil
lion kilowatt-hours of hydroelectric en
ergy furnished by the rivers and 281 bil
lion kilowatt-hours of energy from steam 
stations burning annually the equivalent 
of 115 million tons of bituminous coal. 

Such a program, with atomic energy 
providing an increasing proportion of 
the fuel-generated power as the full de
velopment of all water-power resources 
is approached, would assure all areas 
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equal opportunity to obtain ample sup
plies of low-cost power for farm, home, 
and commercial use and for industrial 
development. Integration on such a 
scale can be provided only by the Federal 
Government. 

Looking at the country as a whole, the 
Materials Policy Commission report in
dicates that the 1,400 billion kilowatt
hours of electrical energy required to 
provide for expans~on to 1975 is likely 
to include about 1,100 billion kilowatt
hours of fuel-generated power, in addi
tion to some 300 billion kilowatt-hours 
produced in hydroelectric plants. This 
compares with 288 million kilowatt
hours generated in steam stations and 
101 million generated in hydroelectric 
stations in 1950. 

As in the west, full utilization of the 
remaining conventional power resources, 
and adequate service of abundant power 
to all areas will require the development 
of other great regional grids on a scale 
transcending anything in existence 
today. 

We need to treat commercial develop
ment of atomic-fueled generators as a 
part of this great, total ene~gy pro~~e~. 

There is a place for the pnvate utlhtles 
in meeting the total needs. There is a 
place for States and municipalities, and 
for the REA cooperatives. And there is 
a necessary role to be filled by the Fed
eral Government. A very key role, as 
our past experience has demonstrated. 
That role is as administrator of great 
interstate, regional developments and as 
administrator of nuclear power. 

Former President Herbert Hoover, 
when he outlined a power policy for the 
Nation at Case Institute of Technology 
early in 1953, said the objective should 
be "to get the Federal Government out 
of the business of generating and dis
tributing electricity as quickly as pos
sible." 

Reviewing what has been done since, 
including the content of this atomic en
ergy bill as it relates to power develop
ment and Mr. Hoover's appointment to 
the chairmanship of a Commission which 
is reviewing our water and power poli
cies, it is completely clear that Mr. 
Hoover's objective is the administra
tion's objective. 

It has become undeniably clear that 
the power companies are in the saddle 
in Washington today. A brief summary 
of some of the blows which have been 
aimed at the Federal power program will 
suggest how rapidly the economic out
look, based on ample supplies of low -cost 
power, is being changed. 
SU114114ARY TABLE OF EARLY ATTACKS ON FEDERAL 

POWER POLICY 

CONGRESS 

First. Announced appropriations pol
icy restricting Interior Department, as 
chief Federal power agency, to those 
functions and activities which private 
companies cannot or will not undertake. 

Second. Endorsed Hoover Dam policy 
of sale of Federal power at generating 
station, thus granting a preference to 
private monopoly. 

Third. Cut out appropriations for 
transmission lines necessary to deliver 
Federal power to public and cooperative 
systems. 

Fourth. Reduced appropriations for 
completion of needed Federal power proj
ects and eliminated new starts. 

Fifth. Dictated abrogation of contract 
with southwestern rural electric coopera
tives thereby threatening to force them 
to se'll facilities, in which they have in
vested millio·ns, to private companies. 

Sixth. House Public Works Committee 
chairman railroaded through committee 
and secured House passage of bill to give 
away Niagara Falls to private-power 
companies. · 

Same chairman proposes bill to stop 
expansion of the TV A. 

E XECUTxyE BRANCH 

First. President called TV A an example 
of "creeping socialism," thus adopting 
slogan of electric companies' advertising 
proeram, which is spending millions to 
overthrow Federal program. 

Second. Interior Secretary withdrew 
Department opposition to Federal Power 
Commission grant of license to Idaho 
Power Co. to substitute inferior private 
development for Great Hells Canyon 
Columbia Basin project. Later stated he 
favored private development. 

Third. Interior Secretary dictated ne
gotiation by Bonneville Administration 
of a long-term contract with private
power companies. This contract would 
seriously curtail rights of public and co
operative electric systems and reduce 
region-building influence of Federal 
power program. 

Fourth. Interior Secretary, with Pres
ident Eisenhower's 'blessing, issued gen
eral power policy statement abdicating 
Federal responsibility for power supply 
in favor of local <read private) power 
interests. 

Fifth. Interior Secretary issued two 
regional power marketing orders forcing 
rural electric cooperatives to contract 
within 90 days for all power supply they 
will want in future from existing Mis
souri Basin projects on pain of having 
it sold under long-term contracts to pri
vate utilities. This means they must 
pay demand charges on power they do 
not need and see the energy they cannot 
use go to private companies at dump 
rates .. 

Sixth. Interior Secretary is consider
ing contract with Georgia Power Co. 
under which all power from Federal 
projects will be sold to the company, 
with public and cooperative systems de
pendent on the company for their share. 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 

First. Licensed the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. to displace the Bureau of 
Reclamation in developing the Kings 
River, Calif., power which was made 
feasible by large Federal investment. 

Second. Licensed Virginia Electric 
Power Co. to develop key power project 
in the congressionally approved pro
gram for the Roanoke River, Va. 
This project was also made feasible by 
large Federal investment in a storage 
project. 

Third. Licensed New York Power 
Authority to develop St. Lawrence power 
project without requiring it to observe 
preference provision of Federal power 
policy. · -

Fourth. Has before it applications of 
the Idaho Power Co. and Montana 

Power Co. for license or permits in con
flict with two major Federal projects in 
the Columbia Basin program. 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

Fifth. Proposes, with administration 
support amendment to the Atomic 
Energy Act to turn over development of 
power from the people's $12 billion 
atomic energy resource to private power 
companies and to expressly prohibit 
AEC from building plants for purpose of 
producing commercial electric power. 

This atomic energy bill before us is 
part and parcel of a policy of giving 
private utilities a complete monopoly. 
The present policy is aimed at the fol
lowing goals: (a) to turn the atom and 
our best waterpower resources over to 
private development; (b) to undermine 
public and cooperative electric systems 
through curtailing the power supply 
needed for their expansion; <c) to re
strict the sale of Federal power for large 
regional industrial development; and 
(d) to revise the entire basis of sale of 
Federal power in such a way as to in
crease the cost to public and cooperative 
systems. 

More than 20 years ago a Canad:an 
consulting engineer made a study of 
what could be expected in the way of 
expansion of industry and employment 
as a result of the development of the 
great waterpower resources of the St. 
Lawrence River. He used, among other 
things, previous regional studies by di
visions of the National Electric Light 
Association in this country. 

This study showed that development 
of 825,000 kilowatts in the project on 
the New York side of the St. Lawrence 
offered the probability of new industry 
representing over half a billion dollars 
of investment and providing some 80,000 
new industrial jobs. This meant that, 
in terms of the cost levels and use of 
electricity in the 1930's, each 100,000 
kilowatts of new hydroelectric power 
would open the way to nearly $70 million 
of industrial development providing em
ployment for some 10,000 wage earners. 

Since then this country has had the 
experience of the Tennessee Valley Au
thority, associated as it was with the 
period of great power-using electro
process industries. This gives us a di
rect check on the relation of jobs to Fed
eral power development. 

The TV A power system increased its 
capacity from 800,000 kilowatts in 1933 
to 3 million kilowatts in 1950. In that 
period we :find a corresponding increase 
of 160,000 jobs in industry, or from 222,-
000 in 1929 to 382,000 in 1950. Further
more, we find that this increase in in
dustrial jobs enabled the region to sup
port an almost identical increase in em
ployment in stores, services, transporta
tion, construction, and so forth. These 
secondary jobs rose from 342,000 in 1929 
to 507,000 in 1950, or by 165,000. 

In the same interval, total manufac
turing income in the Tennessee Valley 
region rose from $266 million to $1,137 
million, or by $871 million. This was 
the result of a great Federal river-basin 
program with hydroelectric power at low 
rates as a key factor. 

The President has referred to this as 
an example of creeping socialism. But 
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as far as I can learn, the people of the 
Tennessee Valley do not think of it that 
way at all. Governors, bankers, busi
nessmen, farmers, and wage earners 
know that it has been the greatest stim
ulus to private business enterprise and 
employment that has ever come to the 
valley. 

In round figures this experience sug
gests that each additional 100,000 kilo
watts of low-cost power offers the pos
sibility of about 15,000 new jobs, about 
half of them in new industries, and half 
the result of the stimulus to the trades 
and services. With the development of 
great power-using industries like alu
minum and chemical fertilizer, the ratio 
of industrial jobs to kilowatts is some
what lower than estimated in connec
tion with the St. Lawrence projects. 

Finally, we have the parallel experi
ence with the Columbia River Basin pro,... 
gram in the Pacific Northwest, starting 
with the Bonneville power project, fol
lowed by Grand Coulee, and other proj
ects. A statistical analysis of the Co
lumbia basin development can be found 
in the testimony of William A. Dittmer, 
power manager, Bonneville Power Ad
ministration, in the hearings on the Hells 
Canyon project before the Federal 
Power Commission. 

Pointing out that 594,000 kilowatts of 
prime power would be forever lost if 
the Idaho Power Co. were permitted to 
build its three proposed lesser projects 
in place of the single Federal high-dam 
Hells Canyon project, he cited experience 
from the sale of power from the earlier 
projects as showing that about one-third 
would be used for diversified manufac
turing, one-third in electro-process in
dustries, and one-third in residential, 
farm, and commercial establishments. 

Such a usage, he said, would support 
an estimated 35,000 jobs in manufactur
ing, with annual earning power of $140 
million in salaries and wages. Service 
industries would add at least another 
35,000 workers, with $100 million in an
nual salaries, wages, and other income. 
An annual average of about $700 million 
in goods would be produced, while sales 
of power would stimulate sales of resi
dential, agricultural, and commercial 
electric appliances and equipment to a 
total of about one billion dollars. He 
added that the Federal Government 
would obtain at least $45 million annu
ally in additional taxes. 

These figures should be studied seri
ously by all of us before we vote on the 
pending Atomic· Energy bill, which pro
poses to give away the atom to private 
monopoly. 

The figures I have cited show that 
low-cost power is translated into jobs, 
and that restricted high-cost power de
velopment will mean restricted employ
ment, restricted development, and a re
stricted national economy. 

The ability of democracy to create a 
good life for its people is the basic test 
we confront today. We need abundant 
energy to keep ahead in the arms race, 
and, for the security of our own Nation 
and of the free world. But more than 
that, we need to demonstrate to the 
world that under democracy there is op
timum use of resources for the people. 
We must not permit the atom to become 

the exclusive property of monopolists, to 
be scarce when it can be abundant, and 
costly when its benefits might be cheap. 

We need to release the benefits of the 
atom to all the people, and to export its 
peacetime benefits to friendly peoples 
around the world. 

Madam President, I wish to point out 
again, as I have so frequently done dur
ing this brief debate, that none of us 
who are opposing the bill in its present 
form have any desire to stifle the legiti
mate efforts of private industry. We be
lieve in private industry. We want to 
see it developed; we want to see it profit
able; and, above all things, we want it 
in partnership with the Government; but 
we want a real partnership with the Gov
ernment. We do not want a monopoly 
in private industry, · and a complete sur
render on the part of the Government, 
a definite prohibition on the part of the 
Government to engage in the effort and 
help produce a market for energy pro
duced from nuclear fission for the benefit 
of all the people of our country, regard
less of what happens, and we want a 
yardstick. I cannot emphasize too 
strongly that we do not wish to indict 
private industry in any way. We want 
private industry in partnership with the 
Government. 

Madam President, I am glad to have 
had the opportunity of debating the sub
ject. I listened to the debate last night 
and today. It is my belief that the 
Johnson amendment, which is now the 
pending amendment before the Senate, 
has been sufficiently debated, as indeed 
I hope that all other amendments will 

. be likewise debated before they are acted 
on. 

I therefore recommend, suggest, and 
ask that the Johnson amendment be 
·called up as promptly as possible and 
voted upon. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Anderson 
Bennett 
Bridges 
Bush 
Case 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 
Ferguson 
George 
Gillette 
Gore 
Green 
Hayden 

Hennings Maybank 
Hickenlooper Monroney 
Hill Murray 
Humphrey Pastore 
Jackson Payne 
Johnson, Colo. Purtell 
Johnson, Tex. Reynolds 
Johnston, S.C. Saltonstall 
Kennedy Schoeppel 
Knowland Smith, Maine 
Langer Smith, N.J. 
Lehman Thye 
Lennon Watkins 
Mansfield Wiley 
Martin 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is not present. _ 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I move that the Sergeant at Arms be 
directed to request the attendance of 
absent Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser

geant at Arms will execute the order of 
the Senate. 

After a little delay, Mr. BARRETT, Mr. 
BEALL, Mr. BRICKER, Mr. BURKE, Mr. BuT
LER, Mr. BYRD, Mr. CARLSON, Mr. CHAVEZ, 
Mr. CLEMENTS, Mr. COOPER, Mr. _CORDON, 
Mr. CRIPPA, Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. DUFF, Mr. 

EASTLAND, Mr. ERVIN, Mr. FLANDERS, Mr. 
FREAR, Mr. FuLBRIGHT, Mr. GoLDWATER, 
Mr. HENDRICKSON, Mr. HILL, Mr. IvEs, 
Mr. JENNER, Mr. KERR, Mr. KILGORE, Mr. 
LoNG, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. McCARRAN, Mr. 
MILLIKIN, Mr. MORSE, Mr. MUNDT, Mr. 
NEELY, Mr. POTTER, Mr. RoBERTSON, Mr. 
RussELL, Mr. SMATHERS, Mr. SPARKMAN, 
Mr. STENNIS, Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. UPTON, 
and Mr. YoUNG entered the Chamber and 
answered to their names. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

During the delivery of Mr. LEHMAN's 
speech, 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
if it is agreeable to the Senator from 
New York I would like to ask unan
imous consent that he may yield to me 
for 20 minutes, without losing the floor, 
and with the understanding that my re
marks shall follow his address. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Madam Presi• 
dent, reserving the right to object, I dis
cussed this matter with the Senator from 
Tennessee just a moment ago. I want 
to make it clear that I understand the 
Senator from Tennessee has another 
committee meeting a little later· this 
afternoon, and that it would be very em
barrassing if he could not keep that en
gagement. Under those particular cir
cumstances, I certainly am glad to inter
pose no objection; but I would be 
constrained to object, if it were merely a 
question of otherwise ''farming out the 
:floor", as we say, for 10 or 15 min
utes, in the midst of a speech .. But, 
under the ci-rcumstances I am happy to 
be able not to make any objection, and 
to give consent to the request, if it meets 
with the approval of the Senator from 
New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Madam President, I 
understand I have the assurance, of 
course, and the statement of the Senator, 
that he asked me to yield, because he has 
an . important committee engagement 
which he must keep; and, under those 
conditions, and with the understanding 
that I do not lose my place on the :floor, 
but that I will be permitted to resume 
my remarks at the conclusion of the re
marks of the Senator from Tennessee, I 
shall be glad to yield to him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mrs. 
SMITH of Maine in the chair). Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from New York? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 
. Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 

I appreciate greatly the courtesy and 
kindness of the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER], and 
also of my esteemed colleague from New 
York [Mr. LEHMAN], for giving me this 
opportunity to make a few remarks this 
afternoon in connection with general 
reasons for opposing the Dixon-Yates 
contract, and pointing out some weak
nesses of this entire bill. 

I desire to summarize some of the 
principal faults and omissions in the 
bill we are now considering. 

First, it opens wide the door for the 
peacetime use of patents in the atomic 
energy field and abroad, by a few large 
corporations who have been contractors 
for the past 8 years on atomic projects, 
and who will be in a favored position to 
contract. 
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It has always been the policy of the 
Congress to safeguard the interest of 
small business, both Houses of Con
gress having created small-business com
mittees; and yet the position of small 
business in this bill is not taken care 
of sufficiently. It seems to me that, in 
the use of such an important new ele
ment, so important to our economy, fur
ther safeguards should be provided to 
small business. 

Second, it ignores and evades the clear. 
mandate contained in section 7b of 
the McMahon Act, that a report be made 
by the AEC to the President and the 
Congress, describing the social, eco
nomic, and international impact of the 
industrial use of atomic energy, upon 
our Nation, such report to be furnished 
prior to a drastic change in legislation. 

Third, all language prohibiting ad
ministrative action, which would tend 
to form a monopoly pattern, or a re
straint-of-trade area, has been elimi
nated from the pending Cole-Hicken
t:>oper bill, although carried in the 
McMahon law. 

Fourth, through the power of admin
istrative determination of who shall re
ceive licenses, and how many licenses 
shall be issued, the pattern for a selected 
and limited reactor-construction pro
gram can be controlled. 

Fifth, the scope of the military has 
been widened for the manufacture of 
weapons and the manufacture of utiliza
tion facilities, reactors for powerplants, 
and so forth. 

This was one of the points which was 
discussed very thoroughly when the orig
inal McMahon bill was passed; that is, 
that it should be under civilian control, 
that the military part should be closely 
supervised by civilians; and that this bill, 
without any real showing or justification, 
enlarges the participation of the military 
in the whole atomic-energy field. 

Sixth. Research by AEC in its own 
facilities has been discouraged, and pro
duction of power for its own use, or re
sale on a commercial basis, is expressly 
forbidden. 

Seventh. The provisions which retain 
Government ownership of suitable nu
clear material seem to protect the ac
countability and fee-title of the bomb 
material, but they introduce many new 
problems: · 

(A) The Government must furnish for 
use in connection with privately owned 
r eactors, on a quantity-need basis, and-, 
at a reasonable charge, special nuclear 
material. It must provide for the private 
company the material when it becomes 
impregnated with plutonium. They must 
buy the proper plutonium. They, in ef
fect, become the sole purchaser in a 
guaranteed market. Subsidy by the 
Government of private industry becomes 
inevitable. 

Eighth. The bill retains accessibility to 
the uranium deposits of public lands. 
The meaning of this is uncertain, be
cause the Government still retains some 
purchasing rights and some transporta
tion cont rol. 

New language in the bill seems to try 
to give special prestige and additional 
power to the Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. It tends to weaken 
the independence and access to perti~ 

nent atomic information by other mem
bers of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Ninth. Much language is used to indi
cate declassification of information and 
criteria by which international arrange
ments or international cooperation 
agreements can be accomplished. 

So many conditions, safeguards, and 
prohibitions are contained in various 
sections of the bill that it is doubtful 
whether more declassified information 
will be disseminated, or whether the in
ternational exchange of information or 
materials will be enlarged. 

Madam President, the proponents of 
this bill have argued for its passage, be
cause it will restore the free enterprise 
system to the power industry. The basis 
of free enterprise is competition, and the 
absence of competition in the Dixon
Yates contract, and the absence of com
petition in further activities that will 
take place under ~he Cole-Hickenlooper 
bill is another objection, to which I want 
specifically to address these remarks. It 
therefore behooves . us to examine this 
bill in the light of the safeguards it has 
to offer against the threat of monopoly, 
and for the protection of competition. 
The answer is that there ar e none. Not 
a single anti-trust feature that will gen
uinely protect competition is to be found 
in this bill. 

Much has been said about the Dixon
Yates proposal. I should like again, 
briefly, to refer to that deal which the 
administration -;;ried to slip over in the 
dark. Now that the Fergtrson amend
ment has been approved by this body, a 
thousand Dixon-Yates deals have been 
made possible, now that this one has been 
approved. When the people of the Na
tion know that by the adoption of the 
Ferguson amendment the Atomic Energy 
Commission might find it possible to use 
it, not only at some place in Arkansas, 
but at Anniston, Ala., at Cleveland, Ohio, 
down in South Carolina, and in Georgia, 
as well as in the Pacific Northwest, and 
anywhere else in the United States, to 
throttle good public power developments, 
they are going to be truly alarmed at this 
perversion of the use of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. They are going to 
be more concerned about this than they 
were about the notorious Teapot Dome 
deal, and justly so, because, not only is 
this an effort to do a favor for certain 
utilities; it constitutes a road which will 
lead to chaos and the coddling of admin
istrative agencies of Government. 

Madam President, we must not for
get that the Dixon-Yates "deal" repre
sents a suppression of competition, a 
glorification of monopoly, and the very 
antithesis of the free-enterprise system. 

Let me illustrate what the Dixon
Yates "deal" really means in terms of 
how it destroys free competition. In the 
first place, Madam President, the Gov
ernment undertook to deal with the 
Dixon-Yates group before that group 
ever saw the specifications the Govern
ment had for the steam plant. That is 
not giving any other possible bidder a 
chance. The General Accounting Of
.fice has been very critical, and today 
still is critical, of the fact that in this 
case there has been no competitive bid
.ding whatsoever, on the basis of the 
'ternis of the contract. · 

Mr. James, the secretary of the Dixon.;; 
Yates group, testified before the Anti
trust and Antimonopoly Subcommittee 
of the Judiciary Committee that he cer
tainly would like to see a copy of the 
specifications for the steam plant. In 
that connection, I now read from the 
testimony taken before the Antitrust and 
Antimonopoly Subcommittee of the Ju
diciary Committee: 

Mr. JAMES. The second thing I would like 
to ask is a copy of the so-called specifica
tions referred to here, which were issued by 
the AEC, because, frankly, I have not seen 
them. · 

Senator KEFAUVER. They are in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD . 

Mr. JAMES. My client never saw them un
til he read about it in the paper. 

Mr. DAVIS. Apparently they were available. 
Senator KEFAUVER. Do you repre~.ent Dixon 

and Yates? 
Mr. JAMES. That is right. 
Senator KEFAUVER. They have never seen 

the specifications? 
Mr. JAMES. They were never given specifi

cations. 
· Mr. DAVIS. On what basis did they submit 
a bid? 

Mr. JAMES. They were asked to submit a 
proposal, and they got up their own pro
posal , but we never have h ad any specifica
tions. 

:Mr. BURCH. The Atomic Energy proposed 
specifications to Dixon and Yate~ .• and Dixon 
and Yates did not meet the Atomic Energy 
specification s; is that the way it worked? 

Mr. JAMES. We never saw the Atomic Ener
gy specifications. 

Mr. BURcH. I would like to have a copy. 
Senator KEFAUVER. Are you sure about 

that, sir? 
Mr. JAMES. I am certain. 
Senator KEFAUVER. Do you me&n your en

_gineer did not see it? 
Mr. JAMES. Our engineers never saw that. 

We read about them in the paper in connec
tion with the hearings, but I personally have 
never seen them. 

That testimony is to be found on pages 
110 and 111 of the transcript of hearings 
before the Antitrust and Antimonopoly 
Subcommittee of the JudiCiary Coiilillit
tee. 

Madam President, that is conclusive 
evidence that the Atomic Energy Com.:. 
mission, at the direction of some high 
authority, proceeded in defiance of every 
principle of competition and fair deal
ing. Even if such iniquitous contract 
were to be entered into, all the rules for 
.competition the Gov.ernment has set up 
in connection with Government proce
.dures and practices over all the years 
were defied as a result of preventing any
one else from seeing the specifications, 
and thus preventing any others from 
bidding. 

If anyone denies that an effort was 
made to prevent any other worthwhile 
group to inject competition into that 
situation, he simply has not read the 
offer of a very reliable organization to 
compete for the building of the steam 
plant. The competitor was never really 
considered, as a matter of fact. 

I should like to point out again that 
a group of competent engineers--well 
known, expert engineers who had joined 
together, and who had had wide expe
rience-requested permission to compete 
with the Dixon-Yates group. They 
asked the Atomic Energy Commission, 
over and over again. In fact, that group 
is still making that request, today. The 
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proposal of that group woultl save the 
Government at least $100 million; and 
at the end of the contract period, the 
plant woulq belong to the Government, 
rather than to the private utility. That 
proposal would not involve the Atomic 
Energy Commission in perversion of its 
authority, use of its authority for the 
purpose of enabling it as a power broker 
to interfere with the activities of an
other independent branch of · the Gov
ernment. 

Furthermore, the Dixon-Yates deal 
would interfere with construction of the 
steam plant at the place where it is 
needed. Construction at that site would 
not put the TVA to the great expense 
required by construction of the plant 
across the river. Furthermore, under 
the von Tresckow plan, the plant would 
be built on a site that has been approved 
by everyone with engineering experi
ence, and thus it would be possible to 
avoid having the plant constructed on 
a site which would be subject to floods, 
a site where conditions are not good and 
which is far removed from the place 
where the power is needed. Under the 
von Tresckow plan, the plant would be 
built on a site from which, when the 
plant was in operatjon, ash from the 
burning of coal would not be blown over 
the city of Memphis.-

Madam President, why was not that 
proposal considered? No one objected 
to the proposal; no one pointed to any 
flaws in it. The underlings of the Atomic 
Energy Commission seemed to be elated 
with the proposal, but they never could 
get approval from the higher-ups. 

The only possible conclusion is that 
the administration was determined that 
it would enter into a contract with 
Dixon-Yates, no matter how bad the ar
rangement was, no matter how much 
would be the additional cost to the Gov
ernment, no matter how much of an un
lawful perversion of the purposes or au
thority of the Atomic Energy Commis
sion the contract would result in, no 
matter how much destruction it would 
do to the TV A. That is the only conclu
sion one can draw from the fact that the 
administration absolutely refused to 
consider the proposal by Walter von 
Tresckow and his associates. 

Madam President, strange things are 
happening in the competitive world in 
connection with this matter. The Von 
Tresckow group had very competent 
engineers, who drew up the cost figures. 
Those engineers were from the firm of 
Gibbs & Hill, of New York, of which 
Mr. Sloan is president. There is no 
doubt that the Von Tresckow group had 

. a working arrangement with those engi
neers. 

To show the extent to which the 
monopolies in their greed will go in try
ing to prevent competition, in trying to 
prevent anyone from interfering with 
their plans, let nie point out that there 
can be no question that Mr. Sloan was 
high pressured into withdrawing his firin 
as the engineers for the Von Tresckow 
group. The letter from Mr. Sloan to Mr. 
von Tresckow has been read time and 
time again during the debate. Madam 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have the letter printed at this point in 
the RECORD. - . 

c-716 

, ·There being no obje"ction, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD~ 
as follows: 

DEAR MR. VON TRESCKOW: In OUr original 
discussions we had no knowledge of the fact 
that any private utilities were interested in 
the construction and operation of a genera-t.:. 
.ing station in the Tennessee Valley area for 
the Atomic Energy Commission. 

It now develops that unauthorized use of 
our name has been made in connection with 
a proposal to the Atomic Energy Commis
sion counter to one submitted by Middle 
South Utilities and the southern companies. 

On April 28 we pointed out to you that 
Gibbs & Hill, Inc., could not afford to have 
its name linked with any endeavor contrary 
to the interests of any privately owned 
public utilities in this country. 

The use of our name has come to the at
tention of Mr. Dixon, president of Middle 
South Utilities, and through him to Mr. 
England, president of Atlantic City Electric, 
one of our clients; and to a number of elec
trical equipment and boiler manufacturers. 
One of the subsidiaries of Middle South 
Utilities is the New Orleans Public Service 
Co., with whqm we have been endeavoring to 
negotiate an agreement for the design and/ or 
construction supervision of their new station. 

In view of the foregoing it would seem 
necessary to have statements issued in such 
newspapers as Gibbs & Hill's name has been 
mentioned in connection with this project, 
to this effect: That we will not participate 
in any activity detrimental to the privately 
owned public-utility industry in this country. 

Any personal names or company names 
. used above are confidential and have been 
mentioned for the sole purpose of adequately 
presenting Gibbs & Hill's position. 

Yours very truly, 
DAVID B. SLOAN, 

President, Gibbs & Hill, Inc. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The letter points 
out that when Mr. Sloan learned that 
some of the private power interests 
might be troubled because of the service 
of Gibbs and Hill as engineers for Mr. 
von Tresckow and his group, Mr. Sloan 
decided he had to back out. His letter 
is also in the record of the hearings of 
the Antitrust and Antimonoply Subcom
mittee of the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

I do not think the people of the United 
States, who are dedicated to competi
tion, who believe that the free enter
prise system means free, competitive en
terprise where ·everyone should at least 
be given consideration, will think very 
favorably of this unadulterated effort to 
try to do a favor to just one company. 

There is another angle of this matter 
upon which I wish to touch very briefly 
before I close. I refer to the fact that 
this "deal" with the Dixon-Yates group 
will result in having the Government of 
the United States itself be a party to a 
violation of one of the most important 
laws the Congress has passed in the 
past 25 years. I refer to the Public Util
ity Holding Company Act of 1935. All 
of us remember that, prior to the enact-

- ment of that measure, the private elec
tric companies, through the device of 
holding companies, were preventing 
competition, were raising power rates, 
and were getting a stranglehold upon 
the people or the United States. There
fore, in order to break up the grip had 
by the Insulls and the big private utility 
holding companies, the Public Utility 
Holding Company Act of 1935 was en-

actea. ·rt has had a very· wholesome in
fluence. 
· Under that act, before any private
utility company can enter into a hold
ing-company deal, for the purpose of 
taking in new territory or enlarging its 
operations, it must register with the 
Commission and must furnish full in
formation about what it plans to do, and 
must let the Commission pass on the 
question of whether the company would 
be in violation of the wholesome provi
sions of that act. 

There can be no question that the Dix
on-Yates group is a holding company, 
composed of two other companies, the 
Southern Co. and the Middle South Util
ities Co., which, in turn, themselves are 
both holding companies. So in this case 
we have a holding company on top of 
two holding companies. Clearly the 
Public Utility Holding Company Act of 
1935 is applicable. Yet the Government 
of the United States itself would enable 
this large holding company to perpetrate 
this outrageous "deal" on the people of 
the United States and on the TVA, and 
the Government would not stop to con
sider whether the company would be in 
violation of the provisions of that act. 

This is a case in which the Govern
ment is attempting to negate and kill a 
law which the Government itself estab
l~shed. 

Madam President, has anyone ever 
claimed that the Dixon-Yates group 
ever filed notification of what it intended 
to do, or that the Dixon-Yates group 
has ever obtained any certification or 
permission under the Public Utility 
Holding Company Act? 

No. Instead, by going into this deal, 
the Dixon-Yates group is doing exactly 
what that act prohibits holding com
panies from doing; namely, enlarging . 
its operations, spreading out, taking in 
new territory, and grabbing more con
trol of the utility business and the power 
business in the Nation. 

Madam President, strange things hap
pen these days; but I know of nothing 
stranger than this case, in which the 
Government of the United States will
fully, purposely, recklessly, and with 
abandon, clearly violated the provisions 
of a law which has been on the statute 
books for the past 19 years-and this 
is going to be only the beginning. 

If this "deal" goes through, if it is 
finally approved by the Congress and by 
the President, if it is negotiated, we 
might as well wipe off the statute books 
the Public Utility Holding Company Act, 
because in that case a precedent will be 
established, so that this holding com
pany, which is a superholding company, 
by joining with the Atomic Energy Com
mission will be able to go anywhere in 
the United States, and to enlarge its in-

. fluence, and to take in new territory; arid 
apparently the Public Utility Holding 

· Company Act will not have application 
or will not be applied, because apparently 
the administration does not want it to 
be applied to this case. 

Thoughtful people should carefully 
consider this matter. I do not think the 
Congress is ready to nullify the TV A Act. 
I do not think Congress wishes to put 
Government agencies into business in 
which it never wished them to -go in the 
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first place; and I do not believe the Con
gress is ready to annul the Public Utility 
Holding Company Act of 1935. 

Yet can there be any question in any
one's mind that the Dixon-Yates con
tract and the Ferguson amendment do 
just that? Not by direction, not by out
right act of Congress, but by perversion, 
by using agencies of the Government for 
purposes for which they were never 
founded. If Congress wants to repeal 
the Public Utility Holding Act, it should 
be done as a result of hearings, consider
ation, and debate. If Congress wishes 
to change the character of the TV A, 
modify the TV A Act, or repeal the TV A 
Act, it should be done directly. If Con
gress desires to put the Atomic Energy 
Commission into the power business, 
where it never wanted to go, that, too, 
should be done directly. But in the 
name of fairness, in the name of legisla
tive and regulatory procedure, in the 
name of giving the people an opportunity 
to know what is going on and of express
ing themselves about the question, these 
things should be done by direct act of 
Congress, and not by subterfuge. 

I suppose there would be some excuse 
for not complying with the Public Util
ity Holding Act if a war emergency were 
involved. I am informed that some ex
ception was sought to be made foT the 
Electric Energy, Inc., group at the atomic 
energy works in Kentucky for not com
plying with the Public Utility Holding 
Company Act on the ground that it was 
for war power. 

I think later some attempt was made 
to comply with the act, but there is noth
ing of that sort in connection with this 
matter. 

I do not believe Electric Energy, Inc., 
could have got by the Public Utility Hold
ing Company Act. But, of course, that 
was a wartime operation, and it was 
power supplied directly to the atomic 
energy works at Paducah. But that sit
uation is clearly absent in this instance. 
Not 1 kilowatt of that power is going 
to any defense plant as such. Not 1 
kilowatt of power is going to the atomic 
energy works at Paducah. 

Mr. President, I resent the way the 
whole matter has been handled publicity
wise. The Bureau of the Budget and 
others who have talked about it have 
said that in the interest of national 
defense, in the interest of getting power 
to the atomic energy works at the Pa
ducah, this, that, and the other was going 
to be done. That is a subterfuge. It is 
deceitful; it is untrue; because it is now 
admitted that the only purpose of the 
project is to put electricity into the TVA 
system to be used entirely by commer
cial consumers, and has no relation to 
the national defense whatsoever. 

I wish to make one final plea before 
the bill is finally approved, that we con
sider just what we are doing to other 
independent agencies of the Govern
ment; that we consider what we are 
doing to competition; that we consider 
how we are reversing all sound policies 
of Government in the field of preference 
and of the independence of independent 
agencies of Government; and that we 
are, with one stroke, striking down one 
of the greatest agencies for the develop
ment o~ resources of a section that the 

world has ever known. I refer to the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. What is 
sought to be done is an atrocious act. 
It is not right. Those who are taking 
part in it will live to regret it, just as 
did those who were connected with the 
Teapot Dome affairs of some years ago. 

I express my appreciation to the dis
tinguished Senator from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It is understood that 
the remarks of the Senator from Ten
nessee will follow the conclusion of my 
complete remarks. 

CLOUD SEEJ)ING 
During the delivery of Mr. LEHMAN's 

speech, 
Mr. ANDERSON. Madam President, I 

wonder if the distinguished Senator from 
New York would ask unanimous con
sent that I might speak for a few min
utes, without his losing the floor, with 
refer ence to a matter of great interest to 
me. The distinguished Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. CASE] is on the floor, 
and I desire to discuss the matter while 
he is present. I ask unanimous con
sent that my remarks may follow the 
speech being made by the Senator from 
New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from New Mexico may be permitted to 
speak briefly, without my losing the 
floor, and his remarks to follow the con
clusion of my address. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from New York? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Madam President, 
some years ago the junior Senator from 
South Dakota and I became extremely 
interested in rainmaking legislation. 
At the time the bill finally came back 
to Congress for consideration, I was out 
in New Mexico, and not permitted tore
turn to Washington for a few weeks, 
because of illness. It was a matter of 
great joy to me that the junior Senator 
from South Dakota took the hearings 
that had been held and various bills 
which had been presented, including a 
very fine bill of his own, and consoli
dated them into a bill which the Senate 
and House passed, and which became 
law. 

The first operations under that law 
· have started as of July 1 of this year, 
and a study and evaluation of rainmak
ing is about to be made. 

Because of the interest in the subject 
of rainmaking and the possibility of a 
large Federal program in connection 
with it, I thought I might incorporate 
into the RECORD a number of items which 
deal with the endeavors we were making, 
and to show, particularly in my State, 
the opposition of livestock groups, and 
then the change in their attitude in the 
past few years. 

Madam President, I have received from 
the Chamber of Commerce of Raton, 
N. Mex., a letter enclosing a statement 
from the Colfax County Water Plan 
Board which the chamber of commerce 
is sending to livestock associations, farm 
bureaus, chambers of commerce and 
other organizations concerned with the 
possible effects of cloud seeding. I ask 

unanimous consent that that letter and 
a copy of the statement of the Chamber 
of Commerce Water Plan Board be in
corporated in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and statement were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Raton, N. Mex., July 15, 1954. 

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Uni ted States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: A copy of the 

en closed statement from the Colfax Count y 
Water Plan Board is being sent to livestock 
associations, farm bureaus, chambers of com
merce, and other organizations which may 
be concerned with possible effects of cloud 
seeding. 

We are asking that the question be care
fully studied, all known and suspected 
phases of it, and the -reaction be furnished 
to us. One of two conditions is certain: 
either there are no effects at all from seed
ing, in which case it should be confined to 
a laboratory, or there . are effects. 

If there are no effects, public policy prob
ably should protect the gullible. If seeding 
does in fact produce moisture from clouds 
passing over, areas such as New Mexico need 
protection from those who would milk them 
of moisture before they reach us. 

We know you have been interested in this 
matter and may have information which 
will be helpful to us in future meeting, the 
next of which has been tentatively scheduled 
for July 28, 1954. 

Very sincerely, 
E. E. HARRISON. 

STATEMENT OF COLFAX COUNTY WATER PLAN 
BOARD IN REGARD TO CLOUD SEEDING 

There are at this time many claims made 
as to the results and benefits from cloud 
seeding programs, but one very important 
factor is not mentioned in the claims. This 
factor is, What is the result of the depletion 
of moisture contents of a cloud that has 
been seeded and artificial precipitation pro
duced therefrom, which leaves the seeded 
area on its natural course but without the 
moisture content that would normally have 
produced precipitation on points along the 
path of the storm? 

To us it would seem that people living in 
an area farther away from the sea than the 
area that has been seeded are in somewhat 
the· same fix as the farmer living along an 
irrigation ditch and getting along quite well 
until farmers living above him on the same 
ditch removed his water before it could get 
to him. 

As we understand it, there has been for 
the past 5 years an active cloud seeding 
program in the States of California, Oregon 
and Washington. During the same 5 years 
there has been a greatly reduced snowfall 
in the mountains of Arizona, Utah, Idaho, 
Colorado and New Mexico, and an almost 
total absence of wet northers during the 
winter months in the States of Kansas, 
Oklahoma and Texas. 

The question in our minds is then: Have 
the cloud seeders depleted the moisture con
tents of the normal storm clouds that in the 
winter months originate in the Gulf of 
Alaska and then usually travel in a south
easterly direction and have heretofore de
posited a lot of snow in our mountains and 
a lot of moisture in the Plains States in the 
form of wet northers? 

In looking over the weather records we 
find that our summer precipitation, which 
we believe originates in the Gulf of Mexico, 
has remained fairly normal, but the absence 
o! winter moisture leaves our land so dry 
at the beginning of summer storms that our 
soils cannot produce normal pasture or 
crops, and without the snow in the moun-
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tains we have little or no water to use for 
irrigation. 

It is quite clear to us that the cloud seed
ers do not increase the total amount of pre
cipitation available in the United States as 
a whole, as the programs are now carried out. 
We do believe the distribution of this pre
cipitation is affected by the cloud seeders, 
and States like New Mexico are being tre
mendously hurt by the program as now car
ried on. 

We know the results of the present cloud 
seeding program are not confined to the 
areas where the seeding is done, and yet 
there is no effective regulation of such pro
grams. We therefore urge that cloud seed
ing be prohibited by Federal law until such 
time as fair and effective regulation can be 
worked out. 

CoLFAX CoUNTY WATER PLAN BoARD, 
By NEAL HANSON, President. 
By E. E . HARRISON, Secretary. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Madam President, 
the comments of the Colfax County 
Water Plan Board on the subject of cloud 
seeding are extremely interesting to me 
and I think very important at this time. 
The Colfax County people very properly 
raised this question: 

What is the result of the depletion of 
moisture contents of a cloud that has been 
seeded and artificial precipitation produced 
therefrom? 

Their statement then suggests that 
these clouds leave the seeded area and 
fail to deposit the moisture content 
which would normally have been de
posited in rain over the area. 

This raises the whole question that I 
have been steadily raising for several 
years and for which I have been rather 
severely criticized by some of the live
stock organizations to whom my pro
posals had not been properly presented. 
As a matter of fact, on January 24, 1951, 
the Santa Fe New Mexica}l spread a 
headline across its front page reading: 
"CLINT ANDERSON Blasts Greed in Cloud
seeding Rain Efforts, Pushes Own Meas
ure for Federal Control." 

The first few paragraphs of that news 
story point out the problem and I ask 
unanimous consent that they be included 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON said today 
that "haphazard" rainmaking efforts are 
threatening the economy of the Southwest. 
ANDERSON, who came to Santa Fe today, is 
the author of a bill before the United States 
Congress that would require Federal super
vision over attempts to modify the weather. 

He spoke out against uncontrolled and un
observed ·rainmaking as the State suffered 
in the most severe drouth of recent history 
and as efforts went forward in at least two 
sections of the State to attempt local rain
making. "Overseeding of clouds with silver 
iodine," ANDERSON said, "can be extremely 
dangerous." 

"I .think," he went on, "that no greater 
disservice could be done to our State than 
to have a few greedy individuals strive so 
hard to get a little extra moisture for them
selves that they upset the normal pattern 
of rainfall on the headwaters of our streams 
and destroy the irrigated section.'' 

SUGG!STIONS 
The Senator suggested that property own

ers, operators of farms and ranches, and citi
zens in general should watch carefully the 
operations of rainmakers to ascertain if they 

are affecting the climate of the Southwest 
adversely. 

ANDERSON stated that he was not seeking 
to stop the development of the science of 
rainmaking, but that he believed the New 
Mexico School of Mines and the economic 
development commission of New Mexico 
were moving in the right direction, and that 
the citizenry of the State would do well to 
try to cooperate with their efforts, rather 
than to set individual patchwork. 

Mr. CASE. MaC:am President, will the 
Senator yield? · 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. CASE. I may say that I am glad 

to have the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico place this matter in the 
RECORD and to get these questions before 
Congress and the public. The question 
which was posed in the last insertion, 
namely, whether or not cloud seeding 
depletes moisture in clouds, so that it 
adversely affects the .rainfall of a cloud 
at another point, is one of the questions 
which ought to receive a definitive 
answer, if it is possible to get it. 

Thus far, as the Senator may recall, 
the testimony before the Joint Senate 
Committees on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
and Agriculture and Forestry, a few 
years ago, indicated that the amount of 
moisture that is taken from any cloud 
during a rain is so infinitesimal, such a 
small part of the total amount which 
the cloud carries, that it would not have 
an adverse effect. But we all recognize 
that that is an opinion. No one knows 
yet. The point repeatedly stressed in 
the hearings was that we know some of 
these things are done in laboratories. 
We know that there have been some 
spectacular developments following cloud 
seeding, but we do not know as much as 
we should know. 

The whole purpose of the legislation 
enacted by Congress, and which now has 
begun to function, as of July 1, 1954, fol
lowing the obtaining of the first appro
priation, is to find out what people are 
doing in this field, under what condi
tions, and with what results. 

The purpose, in short, Is to ascertain 
whether it pays, whether with the varia
tions we have under natural conditions, 
it is possible to meet certain prescrip
tions and to expect certain results of 
sufficient accuracy as to warrant the 
expenses of companies, associations, 
ranchers, and farmers, and, in some 
cases, public bodies, are making in this 
field. 

Anything which can add to our knowl
edge of the subject is a contribution, I 
believe, to one of the great problems of 
our generation. The country today is 
feeling the effects of a shortage of water, 
not merely in agricultural regions, but 
in industrial regions. 

I certainly have appreciated and ad
mired the intense and intelligent interest 
which the Senator from New Mexico has 
given to the whole field of cloud modifi
cation. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I thank the Sena
tor from South Dakota. I am happy 
to see the very able senior Sena
tor from Oregon [Mr. CoRDON] on the 

.floor, because he was extremely helpful 
,in getting this work underway, in having 

it approved, and making it possible for 
the study to be made. 

I think the important point is that 
there must be a controlled experiment, 
which will be able to tell us what the 
results are. I think the legislation 
which the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs studied and which the 
distinguished Senator from South Da
kota finally presented, will eventually 
be a great blessing to this country, where 
drought seems to be becoming the uni
versal pattern, and not the exception. 

Mr. CASE. Without the able assist
ance of the senior Senator from Oregon, 
who is chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Interior Department Appropriations, the 
National Advisory Committee on Weath
er Control might not be functioning 
today. 

Mr. ANDERSON. · I am happy to have 
that testimonial to the interest of the 
Senator from Oregon, because we all 
know of the great help he has given in 

·this activity. 
Madam President, it would probably 

be best to insert in the RECORD at this 
point the entire statement which I made 
January 24, and I, therefore, ask per
mission that the statement as then re
leased to the press should be put into 
the RECORD . . 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR CLINTON P. ANDERSON 

ON WEATHER CONTROL, JANUARY 24, 1951 
Suggestions that property owners, oper

ators of farms and ranches, and citizens in 
general should watch carefully the opera
tions of rainmakers to ascertain if they are 
affecting the climate of the Southwest ad
versely, were made today by Senator CLINTON 
P. ANDERSON, who has presented to the Con
gress of the United States a bill for control 
of attempts to modify the weather. 

Senator ANDERSON stated that he was not 
trying to stop the development of the science 
of rainmaking, but that he believes that the 
New Mexico School of Mines, through Dr. 
Workman and the Economic Development 
Commission of New Mexico were pointing 
efforts into the right direction, and that the 
citizenry of the State would do well to try 
to cooperate with these efforts, rather than 
to set up their own programs of controlling 
weather. 

"I do not know if the present drought in 
the Rio Grande Valley is connected in any 
way with rainmaking operations," he said. 
"I point to the fact that while some ranchers 
in certain sections of the country may be 
jubilant, the small farmers in the middle 
Rio Grande Valley are being forced to dig 
wells or to abandon their farms because 
of lack of rainfall. It suggests to me the pos
sibility that you can't rob Peter to pay Paul 
in Inaking weather. 

"If the matter stopped there, it might not 
be so serious. We would destroy the econ
omy of the middle Rio Grande Valley in 
order to build up the ranch economy of the 
eastern plains. Someone might say that is 
a perfectly fair trade. But the ultimate out
come could be that the farmers in the Rio 
Grande Valley, to protect themselves, would 
have to have their airships flying over the 
plains of eastern New Mexico trying to steal 
a few clouds !rom the ranchers there. The 
result could easily be that all the clouds 
would be so heavily overseeded that there 
would be no rainfall in New Mexico and 
throughout the Southwest. 

"That statement is provable. I think that 
the research work of the General Electric 
Corp. has absolutely established the !act that 
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overseeding can be extremely dangerous, 
and that it can result in the production of. 
an absolute .drought. If that be true, then· 
the operation of unlicensed and unobserved 
r a inmakers who turn loose their batteries 
of silver iodide generators can present a; 
most dangerous situation for our entire 
State. 

"My visits to the General Electric labora
tories have persuaded me that there is a 
periodicity to weather when there are regu
lar seedings of silver iodide in New Mexico. 
That periodicity is not felt in our State, but 
shows itself from Omaha to Albany. That 
suggests to me the possibility that controlled· 
seedings scientifically made in Mexico or off 
the coast of lower California could produce 
rain all over Arizona and New Mexico. But 
that cannot be tested and scientifically 
proved or disapproved if there is interference 
from a dozen private operators, each pour
ing into the clouds his own private blend 
of silver iodide in his own haphazard 
amounts. 

"What I have tried to do in a Federal 
bill is to make sure that we know what is 
going on, and that we have an adequate 
opportunity to study the weather pattern_ 
that follows attempts at rainmaking. We 
must be certain that we do not destroy one 
entire river basin in an effort to spread a 
little water over plains where people are 
worried about grazing for their cattle. But, 
by cooperation, we can serve both. 

"Rainmaking offers the real possibility that 
we can alter the climate of this entire arid 
Southwest, and that we can fill up our 
reservoirs, raise the groundwater tables and 
make possible a completely sound economy 
for all of us. I think no greater disservice 
could be done to our State than to have a 
few greedy individuals strive so hard to get 
a litle extra moisture for themselves that 
they upset the normal pattern of rainfall 
and the headwaters of our streams, and 
destroy whole irrigated sections. 

"The Rio Grande Valley is the oldest con
tinuously irrigated section of farmland in 
the United States. I hate to see it turn 
into a dust bowl and blow away. I know 
that I will be accused of trying to protect my 
own farm, but I can't protect a lot of other 
people's farms similarly situated without 
protecting my own. I personally have seen 
the charts prepared by the rainmakers who 
worked in the headwaters of the Rio Grande 
in Colorado and northern New Mexico. 
They have charts which they proudly exhibit 
to show that they reduced the rainfall in 
the headwaters of our stream and produced 
rainfall in the area where they were paid to 
produce it. I think that pretty well estab
lishes the fact that they believe they have 
done the very thing that has caused us dis
aster in this Middle Rio Grande Valley. 

"It affects not only the people of Santa 
Cruz, Espanola and Santa Fe; it affects the 
people of Albuquerque; it affects the people 
of Socorro, and it greatly jeopardizes the 
entire success of the Elephant Butter proj
ect, one of the most successful in the entire 
United States. They are ·short of water in 
their reservoir, just as well as everyone else 
in New Mexico is short of water. It could be 
that the rainmakers operating in Colorado 
have so upset the normal pattern of weather 
conditions that we are now facing the worst 
drought in the history of our Stat e. 

"I think something ought to be done about 
it. I have tried to do something about it by 
cooperating with the proper State agency o! 
this State in the introduction of a bill which 
follows the lines of scientific research and 
particularly follows the work which Dr. 
Workman and the School of Mines have so 
splendidly headed this far. I think that 
every citizen of our State should be in
ter~sted in that scientific. development. If 
we do not take care, we can easily experience 
the worst drought that New Mexico has ever 
known with irreparable damage, · not only 

to our agriculture, but to our industry and 
to the defense establishments which have 
been located within our State at terrific 
expense .to the Federal Government. I think 
New Mexico better watch its step." 

Mr. ANDERSON. Notice, Madam 
President, that the very thing to which 
I then referred is now worrying the peo-· 
pie of New Mexico. I received some 
support for my ideas in 1951, and one of 
the most interesting editorials was car
ried in the Albuquerque Tribune the 
next day. I ask unanimous consent 
that the editorial from the Albuquerque 
Tribune, dated January 25, be included 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ARTIFICIAL RAIN 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON yesterday 

called for a halt in "individual patchwork" 
rainmaking. 

The Senator said he had seen charts pre
pared by rainmakers who said they had re
duced rainfall on the headwaters of the 
Rio Grande and had produced rainfall in 
other areas where they were paid to pro
duce it. 

He asserted that present rainmaking ac
tivities may be "robbing Peter to pay Paul" 
by interfering with normal rainfall pat
terns and expressed the fear that such ac
tivities might destroy whole irrigated sec
tions. 

While opposing "patchwork" rainmaking, 
Senator ANDERSON endorsed projects of the 
School of Mines and the Economic Devel
opment Commission for conducting scien
tific research into artificial rainmaking. 

Recently Senat or ANDERSON expressed the 
view that rainmaking activity should be 
controlled by Federal law. 

We think there is merit in Senator ANDER
soN's views. The study of artificial rain
making is still in its infancy. We believe 
there is strong possibility that rain brought 
down artificially in one area may be rain 
that would have fallen naturally in another 
area. The question of whether or not an 
individual should be allowed to tap rain
clouds indiscriminately is of broad public 
interest. Certainly he cannot tap stream 
water without an established legal right 
to do so. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Madam President, 
the very next day, January 26, the Asso
ciated Press carried a story about a 
meeting of the southeastern New Mexico 
ranchers which was held at Roswell and 
stated that they had decided to climb 
on the rainmaking bandwagon and that 
the entire eastern half of the State would 
be covered by cloud seeding operations 
that summer. Here are a few para
graphs from the Associated Press story 
of that date, and I ask unanimous con
sent to have them included in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

RosWELL, J anuary 26.-The only storm in 
New Mexico today was over the question of 
whether clouds should be spiced with ice. 
It r aged under sunny skies and in mild 
temperatures as r anchers from 13 eastern 
counties gathered to form a permanent rain
making organization. 

United States Sena tor CLINTON P. ANDER-· 

soN, Democrat, of New Mexico, started the 
whole thing by attacking activities of such 
groups 2 days ago. He kept the dispute 
hot last night by charging that a commer
cial rainmaking firm had sent a man into 

the State to organize ranchers and farmers 
.. to lobby against ·legislation for Federal 
regulation" of rainmakers. 

The Senator is sponsoring a bill aimed at 
bringing about such control. 

NO FEARS 
ANDERSON said that if commercial rain

makers are not responsible for the drGught, 
they should not fear Federal control. 

"But if everybody starts seeding clouds, 
we are sure to have a drought. If Federal 
controls are not imposed, nobody will be get
ting any rain." 

Mr. ANDERSON. Madam President, 
I do not wish to burden the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD with page upon page Of 
evidence as to my early interest in this 
matter. I am glad that under a present 
Federal law we are trying to study the 
rainmaking process but I think it ought 
to be pointed out that we have now an 
additional complication. I am referring 
to the tests of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons which are held either in Nevada 
or in the far Pacific. Stockmen are 
curious as to whether these tests by send
ing gigantic clouds of charged particles 
into the skies have disturbed the normal 
rainfall pattern not only of one State but 
of a whole nation and a whole hem
isphere. 

The only answer that can be made will 
be the result of a controlled experiment 
for which I have been contending for 
nearly 4 years. Let me see if I can state 
it again. I believe that temperatures are 
rising throughout the continental limits 
of the United States. I am sure the 
records of the Smithsonian Institution 
bear that out. The rise is gradual but 
it is nonetheless threatening. It means 
less and less water in our rivers. It 
means less reserve .capacity in our great 
natural and artificial reservoirs. It 
means a shortage of water for the pro
duction of food. 

There may be and I believe there is a 
way to supplement the natural fall of 
rain. I believe that rainmaking is pos
sible, and that it may be controlled. It 
would seem desirable to have a com
pletely controlled experiment under 
which, for example, rain clouds in the 
Gulf of Alaska, the Gulf of Mexico and 
probably in the Pacific would be so seeded 
as to promise additional supplies of 
moisture over the continental area of the 
United States. These clouds should be 
carefully watched and might be over
seeded with silver iodide to make them 
lift up over a mountain range and carry 
their excessive moisture to the areas of 
subnormal rainfall or natural drought. 

Then if there were not other silver
iodide generators or dry-ice operators 
tampering with the weather, it might be 
possible to have a carefully controlled 
experiment in trying to drop moisture 
from these heavily charged clouds by 
some type of seeding. The Government 
of the United States is the only agency 
that can supervise that work on a na
tionwide basis even though private con
cerns might be given contracts for 
specific parts of it. 

If and when a decision has been 
reached on the possibility of rainmaking 
in normal times, there should then be 
tests during periods of atomic activity 
when the effect of fallout could be· 
studied and·when the general conditions 
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resulting from the lifting of great mush
room clouds from the scene of an ex
plosion to an elevation of 50,000 feet 
from which they might then float 2 or 3 
times around the earth should be care
fully evaluated. Naturally such a con
trolled experiment could not and should 
not be attempted except under the gen
eral direction of the Atomic Energy 
Commission and with its full coopera
tion, advice, and evaluation. 

I believe that we will not solve our 
drought problems in the Southwest and 
particularly, the southeastern portion of 
Colorado, all of eastern New Mexico, and 
the central portion. of Texas where there· 
is drought today without mastering the 
science of rai.Dmaking nor will we do it 
without understanding what, if any, re
lationship there is to atomic explosions 
and periodic drought in those areas 
where fallout is most severe. Surely it 
is time we got underway with some such 
study, 

INCREASE IN TECHNICAL-ASSIST
ANCE PROGRAM FOR LATIN 
AMERICA 
During the delivery of Mr. LEHMAN's 

speech, 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senator 
from New York may yield to me briefly, 
without his losing the floor. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield, 
with the understanding that I do not 
lose my right to the floor, and I ask 
unanimous consent that I may do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I of
fer an amendment to the foreign-aid 
authorization bill, which I ask to have 
printed and lie on the table. 

The amendment which I propose to 
offer to the bill, when it comes to the 
floor and becomes the current business 
of the Senate, is designed to increase the 
appropriations for technical-cooperation 
assistance to countries of Latin America 
by $10 million. 

I desire at this time to read into the 
RECORD a letter concerning this matter 
which I received from Assistant Secre
tary of State Henry F. Holland, under 
date of July 20, 1954. The letter reads 
as follows: 

JULY 20, 1954. 
The Honorable GEORGE A. SMATHERS, 

United States Senate. 
DEAR SENAToR SMATHERS: In reply to your 

oral request for my views regarding a possi
ble increase of $10 million in the technical
assistance program for Latin America, I am 
confident that such an increase would be 
extremely effective in carrying forward our 
policies in strengthening this hemisphere 
against the inroads of international commu
nism as rapidly as these funds can be trans
lated into specific programs. If such an 
increase for the Latin American area were 
to result in a reduction in funds available 
for other areas of the world, this would raise 
serious· questions about the attainment of 
foreign-relations objectives in those areas. 

While governmental assistance in the 
Latin American area is very important, I am 
sure you wlll agree that, in efforts to 
strengthen the economies of our neighbors 
in this hemisphere, private enterprise is 
even more important. In my opinion, sound 
economic development and increased trade 

are required wtth fullest rellance on private· 
initiative and capital. Careful planning and 
expansion are needed in such basic fields. 
as transportation, power, and the exchange 
and training of students and technicians. 
This is especially important at this time 
and any opportunity to increase our coopera
tive efforts in these fields would be extreme-· 
ly important and definitely in our national 
interest. 

Due to the urgency of this matter, this 
letter has not been cleared with the Bureau 
of the Budget to which a copy Is being sent. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY F. HOX.LAND, 

Assistant Secretary. 

The original amendment which I pre
viously introduced was designed to re
duce by $10 million the development 
assistance authorization for 'other coun
tries around the world in order to in
crease by the same amoUnt the techni
cal assistance for Latin America, but in 
view of the statement made by the As
sistant Secretary of State, to the effect 
that reducing funds in such areas would 
raise serious questions about the at
tainment of foreign relations in these 
areas, I have modified my amendment, 
so that now it provides for an increase 
of $10 million in authorizations for tech
nical cooperation assistance for Latin 
America without affecting authoriza
tions in any other areas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received, printed, and 
will lie on the table. 

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1946 

The Senate resumed the considera
tion of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. JoHNSON] for himself and the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Madam 
President, I ask for the yeas and nays 
on my amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. JoHNSON] for himself and the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE]. 

Mr. PASTORE. Madam President, I 
offer an amendment to the pending 
amendment, which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to the amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the amend
ment offered by Mr. JoHNSON of Colo
rado, for himself and Mr. GILLETTE, on 
page 2, line 4, immediately before the 
period, it is proposed to insert a comma 
and the following: ''except that in the 
sale of such power for use in high-cost 
power areas not being served by public 

·bodies or cooperatives, the Secretary of 
the Interior shall give the same degree of 
preference to any other purchaser who 
serves such areas. •• 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-

ment offered by the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PASTORE] to the amendment. 
of the Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHN
soN] for himself and the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE]. 

Mr. PASTORE. Madam President, I 
submit- to the Members of the Senate 
that my amendment-takes nothing away 
from the etlicacy of the amendment pro
posed by the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado. As a predicate to the explana
tion of my amendment let me say that a 
serious question has arisen as to whether 
or not the Atomic Energy Commission 
has the authority · to build · an electric 
generating plant to service its own in
stallation. Once it has done that, what 
is to become of the surplus power for 
which it has no use? 

The Senator from Colorado has sug
gested in his amendment that once this 
electric generating establishment has 
been constructed the excess or surplus 
power which the facility does not need 
or cannot use will be distributed accord
ing to the Flood Control Act of 1944, 
which sets up the policy and the pref
erence enunciated by the Congress of 
the United States, namely, that the 
power developed must first be made 
available either to a public body or to a 
cooperative. 

There are many areas in the country 
where there are excessively high elec
tric power rates; and the whole meaning, 
the whole purpose, and the whole design 
of the bill is to achieve the goal that one 
day we can, by the process of atomic 
energy, reduce the cost of production of 
electric power. I have always taken the 
position, and I reiterate that position, 
that that day will not be tomorrow. 
That day is far off; and for that reason 
I have wholeheartedly supported the bill. 
I believe that in the interest of the pub
lic private industry should be allowed 
to participate in this program. 

The purpose of my amendment is not 
to take away from the public bodies or 
from the cooperatives the preference 
with respect to the excess power, but 
merely to say that in the areas where 
there is high -cost electric power and 
there are no public bodies or coopera
tives, those areas shall be given the 
same preference as we are giving to the 
public bodies and to the cooperatives. I 
think it is a fair amendment. I think 
it carries out the intent of the proposed 
legislation. 

If we allow the Atomic Energy Com
mission to generate power at all for its 
own facilities, and if; in that same law, 
we authorize the Atomic Energy Com
mission to distribute that power through 
the Secretary of the Interior once it has 
established those facilities, then we 
ought to distribute that power accord
ing to the preferences specified in the 
Flood Control Act. But in addition, in 
those areas where we do not have these 
bodies which can be the beneficiaries of 
this preference, the localities themselves 
should receive the benefit nevertheless. 

I hope the Senator from Colorado will 
consider this a perfecting amendment. 
I hope he will consider that it takes 
nothing away from the original idea he 
had in mind, and I hope he will accept 
it in modification of bis own amend• 
ment. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Madam 
President, the proposed amendment to 
my amendment' takes nothing away fro~ 
my proposed amendment. In fact, as I 
see it, · it does -not _change anything. I 
have discussed the amendment of the 
Senator from Rhode Island, with my col
league from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], who 
is sponsoring this amendment with m~. 
and he is agreeable to accepting the 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
Senator from Rhode Island as a per
fecting amendment. Under the rule I 
have a right to accept a perfecting 
amendment. I accept it, and modify my 
amendment accordingly. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has a right to modify his 
amendment. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. JOHNSON] for himself and 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], 
as modified. On this question the yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Madam Presi
dent, I shall take only a minute or two 
of the time of the Senate on the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. JoHNSON] for himself and my 
colleague from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE]. 

The amendment would put the Atomic 
Energy Commission into the production 
of commercial power. In my judgment, 
it is as foreign to the functions of the 
Atomic Energy Commission as though 
the Department of Agriculture were to 
start the commercial manufacture of 
fertilizer. 

It is my view that if the Congress 
wishes to consider the question of the 
Government going into the commercial 
production of power through atomic 
energy, it should approach that question 
from that standpoint in a separate 
measure, and consider the question of 
establishing a production agency. 

I do not care to argue the merits or the 
demerits of the Government producing 
commercial power. That, to me, is be
side the point and collateral to the issue. 
Suffice it to say that the administration 
does not want to put the Atomic Energy 
Commission into the commercial power 
field. The Atomic Energy Commission 
does not want to be put into the com
mercial power field. The Joint Commit
tee on Atomic Energy does not want the 
Atomic Energy Commission to be put 
into the commercial power field. I think 
this amendment does violence to the 
principle of the act. Therefore I ea-r
nestly hope the amendment will be de
feated. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Madam President, 
will the distinguished Senator from Iowa 
yield for a question? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Indeed, yes. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Looking at the first 

sentence in subsection (a) of section 45, 
as proposed by the amendment of the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado, 
the Senator from Florida is of the opin
ion that this amendment does not con
fine itself to the manufacture by the 
Atomic Energy Commission of power 
primarily for its own facilities, with au
thority to dispose of any excess in ac
cordance with the proposal included in 
the amendment; but instead would per-

mit the Atomic Energy Commission to 
go into the production of power for com
mercial sale and distribution in any part 
of the Nation and in any number of 
units, either through facilities owned by 
itself or through the facilities or" other. 
Federal agencies. The Senator from 
Florida is con<~erned about what appears 
to him to be the meaning of that pro
vision. Is the Senator from Iowa able 
to shed any light upon the meaning of 
that sentence? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Madam Presi
dent, I shall try to shed some light on 
this sentence. We have had this amend
ment studied very carefully. The word
ing of the amendment is clear and 
unequivocal. It does not limit the pro
duction of power to utilization in the 
facilities of the Commission. The 
amendment says clearly, readng the first 
sentence: 

The Commission is empowered to produce 
or pro.,ide for the production of electric 
power and other useful forms of energy de
rived from nuclear fission in its own facilities 
or in the facilities of other Federal agencies. 

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator will 
yield right there, the Senator has read 
the sentence to which my inquiry is ad
dressed. The Senator from FloTida is 
unable to see any provision which would 
appear to confine that sentence to the 
manufacture by the Atomic Energy Com
mission of power primarily for its own 
use. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
is correct. I point out to the Senator the 
next sentence, which reads as follows: 

In the case of energy otber than electric 
power produced by the Commission, such en
ergy may be used by the Commission, or 
transferred to other Government agencies, or 
sold to other users at reasonable and non
discriminatory prices. 

The staff of the joint committee has 
studied the amendment from various 
angles. We are finally convinced that 
there can be no .question that this amend~ 
ment would put the Atomic Energy Com
mission into the business of a production 
agency for the commercial production 
of electric power; and I submit that is 
not the concept of the duties of the com~ 
mission. It will place it in the category 
of an operation. I hope the amendment 
will be defeated. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator from Iowa 
yield for one more question? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. · 
Mr. HOLLAND. Is it, then, the opin

ion and understanding of the Senator 
from Iowa that the only limitation upon 
the number of such facilities or the 
amount of such power production, if it 
becomes practical, will be the amount of 
the appropriations which the Atomic 
Energy Commission can receive from 
Congress for the purpose of manufactur~ 
ing power for distribution, sale, and 
general use? 

Mr. HICKENLOOP.ER. The Senator 
is correct. As I view it, I believ.e that 
is the proper analysis of the amend
ment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. JoHNSON] will yield I should very 
much like to address the same questions 

to him, because the Senator from Flor
ida feels that, if it is proposed here to 
set up in the Atomic Energy Commission 
a TV A on a much more grandiose basis, 
not limited in territory, not limited in 
number of plants, and not limited in any 
way except by the appropriations which 
may be received from Congress, the Sen
ator from Florida would find it very dif
ficult to support this amendment, much 
as he esteems the Senator from Colo
rado and much as he would like to go 
along with him on any matter that he 
supports. 

If the Senator from Colorado will 
yield further I should like to address this 
question to him. Is it the purpose and 
intention of the distinguished Senator, 
by this amendment, to allow the Atomic 
Energy Commission, subject only to ap
propriations received of Congress, to 
construct facilitie-s for the manufacture 
of power, if such becomes practical, 
through the use of atomic materials and 
nuclear fission, without limitation upon 
the number of such facilities, without 
limitation upon the areas of the United 
States which will be served by them, and 
without limitation at all except as to 
what appropriations may be secur.ed 
from Congress? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. My 
answer to the distinguished Senator 
from Florida is to ask him if he can think 
of any better limitation to place on build· 
ing this program or on developing this 
program than to cut off the money. 
Congress has full authority. These 
plants can only be built by approval of 
Congress in the way of appropriations. I 
know that has been the greatest limit 
in my life. There are many things that 
I would like to have had, but I did not 
have the money with which to get them. 
The same situation will apply in connec
tion with this program. 

I should like to say to the Senator that 
I regret very much that he does not have 
faith in future Congresses to think that 
they would control the situation. I re
gret that the Senator from Florida ap
pears to have faith only in private in
dustry, and that only private industry 
·should be trusted with the development 
and sale and use of power developed from 
atomic energy. I regret that he does not 
seem to have faith in the Atomic Energy 
Commission itself, not to let this pro
gram get out of hand. I want to -say to 
the Senator, as I said last night several 
times, that the Atomic Energy Commis
sion is the greatest single user of electric 
energy that we have in the United States. 

It seems to me that if the Commission 
had a potential club behind the door, 
such as this amendment provides, it 
would save hundreds of millions of dol
lars to the Atomic Energy Commission 
in bargaining for the electric energy it 
would need. Perhaps it will not build 
even one plant, but if it has the power 
to build the plant then, when it buys 
electric energy from private firms that 
produce the energy, it will be able to 
bargain with them, because they will be 
able to say to the private firm, "All right; 
if you will charge two or three times 
what this energy is worth, we will make 
it ourselves." 
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Without such a provision in the bill, I 

submit to my friend from Florida, the 
Atomic Energy Commission would be at 
the mercy of private power-producing 
companies to pay whatever price they 
demanded. 

The Atomic Energy Commission must 
have· electric energy. It · is a must 
with them. We have heard day after 
day the charge being made that we are 
giving to private power companies a 
complete monopoly. I do not like to 
have Congress do anything like that, be
cause I think it is wrong for Congress to 
provide to private interests a monopoly 
on a product that is as necessary to the 
people and as of great advantage to the 
people as power. 

I think we would be doing a very bad 
thing if we passed that kind of monop
oly bill. This provision changes the 
whole aspect of the bill, and it does not 
give private industry a monopoly. It 
does leave a provision in the bill that the 
Atomic Energy Commission and Congress 
can do something about what otherwise 
would be a monopoly. It will not be a 
monopoly if the amendment is passed. 
In other words, the amendment is a club 
behind the door. Although I do not want 
to pass judgment on any other Senator, 
so far as I am concerned, I do not find it 
possible in my conscience to vote for a 
bill which would give private industry a 
monopoly of power. I could not do it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the· statement of the distin
guished Senator from Colorado, but· I 
hasten to assure him that, in the first 
instance, I have confidence in not only 
the present Atomic Energy Commission, 
but in other atomic energy commissions 
that will follow. I would be perfectly 
willing to have a provision written into 
the bill for a pilot plant to be set up to 
demonstrate what could be done in this 
field through more economical manufac
ture of power. However, I regret that 
the Senator from Colorado is ·going at 
the matter in a shotgun way, so as to 
have, potentially, dozens of plants set 
up all over the country, if that appears 
to be practical. 

In the second instance, I do have con
fidence and faith in later Congresses, 
just as I do in this one. However, I have 
seen this Congress, in which I have a 
great deal of faith, held up for a week 
by reason of the insistence that we go 
ahead to do something that is generally 
permitted by present law, that is, to 
authorize the building of another huge 
steam plant for the production of public 
power down in the TV A area. 

I do not want to see future Congresses, 
if I can prevent it, subjected to continu
ing experiences of that kind. So it 
seems to the Senator from Florida that 
the sound thing to do would be to either 
abandon the proposal entirely as em
bodied in the amendment or to reword 
it-and the Senator from Florida hopes 
it can be reworded-so as to allow a pilot 
or experimental plant to be built by the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi· 
dent, will the Senator from Florida 
yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Let me finish one ad
ditional statement first. I am in com· 

plete accord with the approach suggest
ed by the distinguished Senator froni 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE]. I WOUld be 
agreeable to have the act provide that 
the pilot plant should be set up in an 
area where power is scarce and where 
the cost of power is high, so that if it 
proves to be'beneficial, it will be located 
where it will be most beneficial. 
· I am wholly unable to gain my own 
consent to subject future Congresses to 
the hazards of drives for the construc
tion of additional public powerplants 
from one end of this Nation to the other, 
such as, it seems to me, is clearly em
bodied in the proposal of the distin
guished Senator from Colorado, as now 
drafted. Therefore, I shall have to op
pose the amendment. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Florida 
yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I wish to say 

to the Senator from Florida that the 
Commission can now build a pilot plant, 
and it is building a pilot plant, or experi
mental plant. 

Mr. HOLLAND. With authority to sell 
the product? 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. With author· 
ity to sell the product if it is an incid·ental 
byproduct in connection with experi
mentation. That is contained in sec· 
tion 44. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I will say to the dis
tinguished Senator from Iowa that I 
would be willing to go a step beyond that 
and to have the Commission empowered 
to set up one plant for the purpose of 
determining how it could serve the pub
lic and to have it set up in an area of 
sparse supply. I would be willing to go 
that step further. I cannot by any man
ner of means, however, support an 
amendment such as is offered by the 
Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. LEH¥AN. Mr. President, I wish 
to point out that the amendment offered 
by the distinguished Senator from Colo· 
rado [Mr. JoHNSON], which is very simi
lar to the one proposed by the junior 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM
PHREY] and to another one by the junior 
Senator from New York-and we are 
very glad to be associated with the Sen. 
ator from Colorado-in no way is man· 
datory on the Commission. It does not 
direct the Commission to build any 
plants. It does not even encourage the 
Commission to bulla any plants. All 
this amendment does is to remove a pro
hibition which exists now in the bill be
fore us, which is a prohibition that 
would prevent the Commission from en
tering the power-producing business 
without further congressional authoriza
tion to construct or operate such com
mercial facilities. Even then it would 
permit the sale of commercial power 
without any safeguards whatever. 

I have pointed out time and time again 
during the last few days on the floor of 
the Senate-and I am happy to note that 
many of my associates have done so 
also-that we do not oppose in the 
slightest degree private industry. We 
want private industry in this picture. 
We need private industry. We realize 
that the question of producing power at 

the low rates is so vast that it is one that 
requires the fullest cooperation between 
Government and private industry. 
-Therefore we are encouraging private 
industry to come in and build some of 
those plants under licenses. However, 
what we object to is the prohibition that 
is now contained in the bill which would 
completely close the door to the Gov
ernment from doing anything in the way 
of supplying power made out of its own 
resources, power for the benefit of all the 
people of the United States. 

I do not think that we dare forget the 
fact that this whole atomic-energy proj
ect and the hydrogen-bomb project were 
made possible through the support and 
sacrifice of the people of the United 
States, who comprise nearly 160 million 
people. 

They are the people who put up the 
$12 billion. That sum represents a re
source which we dare not take away 
from the people. Yet, under this bill 
we are proposing to take it away from 
the people. We give them no control 
over it at all. We are simply saying, 
''Mr. Private Industry, come in and we 
will give you a monopoly. We will stay 
out; we are forced to stay out because 
of congressional action, no matter how 
much our cooperation with you will 
benefit the people." 

I think it is an evil thing and is con· 
trary to the interests of the people. 

I very much hope that the amendment 
proposed by the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado will prevail. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing -to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. JOHNSON] for himself and the 
Senator · from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], as 
modified. 

.On this ·question the yeas and nays 
are ordered, and the clerk will call the 
r~l. . 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 

the Senator from Nebraska [Mrs. 
BowRING], the Senator · from Indiana 
[Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. KucHELl, the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. McCARTHY]. and the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER], are 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
MALONE] and the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. WILLIAMS] are absent on omcial 
business. · 

On this vote the Senator from Wiscon
sin [Mr. McCARTHY] is paired with 
the Senator from Tennessee . [Mr. 
KEFAUVER]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc
CARTHY] would vote "nay" and the Sen-

. ator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] 
-would vote "yea." 

If present and voting., the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. MALONE] and the Sen· 
ator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] 

· would vote "nay." 
Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 

the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN• 
DER], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
KEFAUVER], and the Senator from Arkan
sas [Mr. McCLELLAN] are absent on om· 
cial business. . 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
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KEFAUVER] is paired with the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCARTHYJ. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Tennessee would vote "yea," ~nd the 
Senator from Wisconsin would vote 
"nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 45, 
nays 41, as follows: 

Anderson 
Byrd 
Case 
Chavez 
Clements 
Cooper 
Daniel 
Douglas 
'Dworshak 
Eastland 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 
Gore 
Green 

Aiken 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Burke 
Bush 
Butler 
Carlson 
Cordon 
Crippa 
Dirksen 
Duff 

Bowring 
Capehart 
Ellender 
Kefauver 

YEAs-45 
Hayden Mansfield 
Hennings Maybank 
Hill McCarran 
Humphrey Monroney 
Jackson Morse 
Johnson, Colo. Mundt 
Johnson, Tex. Murray 
Johnston, S.C. Neely 
Kerr Pastore 
Kilgore Robertson 
Langer Russell 
Lehman Sparkman 
Lennon Stennis 
Long Symington 
Magnuson Young 

NAYs-41 
Ervin 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Frear 
Goldwater 
Hendrickson 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Ives 
Jenner 
Kennedy 
Know land 
Martin 
Millikin 

Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Thye 
Upton 
Watkins 
Wiley 

NOT VOTING-10 
Kuchel 
Malone 
McCarthy 
McClellan 

Welker 
Williams 

So the amendment offered by Mr. 
JoHNSON of Colorado, for himself and 
Mr. GILLETTZ, was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. POT• 
TER in the chair) . The bill is open to 
further amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres
ident, J: move that the Senate reconsid
er the vote by which it agreed to the 
amendment offered by myself and the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I move to lay on the table the mo
tion of the Senator from Colorado, and 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHN
soN J to lay on the table the motion of 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. JOHN
soN]. On this question the yeas and 
nays are ordered, and the clerk will caU 

. the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 

that the Senator from California [Mr. 
KucHEL], the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. McCARTHY], the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. WELKER], and the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] are neces
sarily absent. 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. WIL
LIAMS] is absent on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] . would 
vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. McCARTHY] is paired with 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KE
FAUVER]. If present and voting, -the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc
CARTHY] would vote •.•nay," and tbe Sen-

.ator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] 
would vote "yea." 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL
LENDER], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. KEFAUVER], and the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] are absent 
on official business. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KE
FAUVER] is paired with the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. McCARTHY]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Tennessee 
would vote "yea," ami the Senator from 
.Wisconsin would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 46, 
nays 42, as follows: 

Anderson 
.Burke 
Byrd 
Case 
Chavez 
Clements 
Cooper 
Daniel 
Douglas 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Frea r 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 
Gore 

Aiken 
Barrett 

' Beall 
Bennett 
~owring 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Capehart 
Cordon 

· Crippa 
Dirksen 
Duff 

Carlson 
Ellender 
Kefauver 

YEAs-46 
Green Man sfield 
Hayden Maybank 
Hennings McCarran 
Hill Monroney 
Humphrey Morse 
Jackson Mundt 
Johnson, Colo. Murray 
Johnson, Tex. Neely 
Johnston, S. C. P astore 
Kerr Robertson 
Kilgore Russell 
Langer Sparkman 
Lehman Stennis 
Lennon Symington 
Long 
Magnuson 

NAYs-42 
Ervin 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Goldwater 
Hendrickson 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Ives 
Jenner 
Kennedy 
Know la nd 
Malone 
Martin 
Millikin 

P ayne 
Pot ter 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Smith,N. J. 
Thye 
Upton 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Young 

NOT VOTING-8 
Kuchel 
McCarthy 
McClellan 

Welker 
Williams 

So the motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment, designated "7-17-
54-A," and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 23, 
line 8, it is proposed to insert a eomma 
after the word "publicly" and add the 
word "cooperatively." 

On page 23, line 9, it is proposed to 
strike the sentence beginning with the 
word "If" and add a new sentence as 
follows: "The Commission shall at all 
times, in disposing of such energy, give 
preference and priority to public bodies 
and cooperative::;." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. GILLETTE] for himself and other 
Senators. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I shall 
make a very brief statement with refer
ence to the amendment. I assure the 
Senate I shall not take more than 15 
minutes, and probably not that long. 

. The amendment has been offered by me 
for myself and Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. 
MORSE, Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. MURRAY, Mr. 

HUMPHREY, Mr. LANGER, Mr. YOUNG, Mr . 
KEFAUVER, Mr. HENNINGS, Mr. LEHMAN, 
Mr. HILL, and Mr. JoHNSON of Colorado. 
It is a very simple amendment we are 
proposing. 

On page 23 of the pending bill, in line 
8, between the words "publicly" and 
"or", the amendment proposes to insert 
the word "cooperatively." 

Then the amendment proposes to 
strike out the last sentence of section 44 
on page 23, beginning in line 9, and sub
.stitute therefor the following language: 

The Commission shall at all times, in dis
posing of such energy, give preference and 
priority to pu~lic bodies and cooperatives. 

Mr. President, I wish to make two ob
servations at the outset, in speaking on 
the amendment proposed by 12 other 
Members of the Senate from both sides 
of the aisle, and myself. 

The first is simply that S. 3690 is es
sentially a power bill. Whether electric
ity is generated from fossil fuels, from 
falling water, or from energy derived 
from nuclear fission, it is still electricity. 
Therefore, it is quite unnecessary for 
anyone to lose his powers of thought 
under the impact of this vast and in
calculable force that our scientists and 
technologists have succeeded in har
nessing. One of the end products of this 
force is everyday electric energy, the en
ergy that lights our homes, aids our 
farmers in their work, and turns the 
wheels of industries. 

In recognizing this fact, the Senate 
.can make an objective evaluation of the 
present bill to determine whether it fully 
protects the public interest in the new 
policy it lays down for the development 
and future use of thermonuclear energy. 

My second observation is this: 
Through the Federal Government, the 
people of the United States have paid 
enormous sums in taxes for the program 
which, in a relatively short time, has 
developed the atom as a terrible engine 
of destruction and, even mor-e important, 
has advanced us toward realization of 
constructive peacetime use of atomic 
energy. 

It therefore cannot be denied that 
what we are now debating involves a 
public resource. We cannot evade our 
responsibility to subject to searching 
analysis a bill which proposes to estab
lish a policy for the civilian use of this 
resource developed entirely by public 
funds . 

Our purpose in proposing this amend
ment is to rectify one of the most alarm
ing features of the bill. This bill must 
not, by any construction or implication, 
constitute a giveaway of dimensions far 
beyond our ability to compute in this 
early hour of the atomic age. In sec
tion 44 it fails to provide an extremely 
important protective clause which must 
appear in all legislation involving the 
disposition of federally generated power. 
This bill lacks language establishing 

. preference and priority for public bodies 
and cooperatives in the purchase of 
energy from the production of special 
nuclear material. 

Without the language proposed in our 
amendment, the publicly owned electric 

· utilities, such as municipalities, the rural 
electric .cooperatives and public utility 
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districts, as well as agencies of State 
governments, will be deprived of the 
legal protection they vitally need to ob
tain access on a priority basis to fed
erally generated power. 

The public body preference clause has 
been the backbone of 50 years of Federal 
power policy. It has been part of the 
Reclamation Act since 1906. It was 
embodied in the Federal Water Power 
Act of 1920, and in its successor, the 
present Federal Power Act. · It is written 
into the Bonneville Project Act and the 
Flood Control Act of 1944. 

Let n:> one be confused by the scope 
and complexity of the measure now be
fore us. Let no one assume we are not 
talking about electric power when we 
talk about peacetime use of atomic 
energy. Electricity will be a byproduct, 
a highly important byproduct, of atomic 
energy production. 

This production is made possible only 
because public funds furnished by our 
Nation's taxpayers paid for the neces
sary research and development. We are 
talking in this bill about electric power, 
electric power derived from a public re
source. It follows that public bodies 
and cooperatives, many of which will 
depend in the future on generation of 
power from this resource, have a vital in
terest in securing the same fair treat
ment in this new field of energy that 
they have for half a century been as
sured in the field of hydroelectric power. 

It is the informed belief of technicians 
in the field of nuclear physics that the 
potentialities of thermonuclear fission 
for generation of electric power will in 
all probability dwarf that of all the fall
ing water in this Nation. As our econ
omy continues to expand, so will our de
pendence on atomic electricity increase. 

The public bodies and cooperatives, 
which are electric utilities with responsi
bilities to their customers, will be called 
on to obtain more and more of the power 
to meet their growing loads from energy 
from nuclear material. 

If they are forced to depend on private 
power companies, to furnish them low
cost power, they will be at a crippling 
disadvantage. The private power com
panies which this bill designates as the 
prime beneficiaries of the atomic bo
nanza are not going to sell power at 
rates comparable with Federal rates to 
REA cooperatives or municipalities. 

Should private companies or groups of 
companies obtain a monopoly over both 
the generation and transmission of 
power from atomic energy, as they would 
if this bill is not amended, existing pub
lic bodies and cooperatives could very 
well be squeezed to death. It is axio
matic that when one desires to eliminate 
competition, he first gains control of the 
source of supply of the product. 

Section 44 of this bill should be 
amended. Our amendment provides 
that on line 8 of page 23, the word "co
operatively" be added to the phrase 
"publicly and privately owned utilities or 
users." This is to make certain that 
electric cooperatives shall receive the 
same treatment as it is intended to af
ford to private utilities and publicly 
owned municipal utilities and other pub
lic bodies. 

The amendment also strikes the last 
sentence of section 44 and substitutes 
the preference clause. As now written 
the bill assumes that either State or Fed-

. eral regulatory bodies will act effectively 
to keep the price of power reasonable. 
This assumption, in the first place, ig
nores the fact that the Federal Power 
Commission has no jurisdiction over the 
rate base of a privately owned utility 
except that it requires that base to be 
computed on net investment in the util
ity system. The assumption further ig
nores that in practice the various State 
public-utility commissions do not have 
jurisdiction either. 

The sentence stricken by our amend
ment now reads: "If the energy pro
duced is electric energy, the price shall 
be subject to regulation by the appro
priate agency, State or Federal, having 
jurisdiction." If this sentence is meant 
to apply to the resale of energy by a 
privately owned utility which had pur
chased it, it represents unneeded lan
guage, for such regulation would apply 
without so specifying in this act. 

We would substitute for that language 
the following: "The Commission shall at 
all times, in disposing of such energy, 
give preference and priority to public 
bodies and cooperatives." 

To safeguard the position of the rural 
electric cooperatives, the status of which 
is in several respects different from that 
of municipally owned electric utilities or 
other public bodies, it is necessary that 
they be specifically mentioned in this 
section of the act. 

If we include the preference clause, 
in the language proposed by our amend
ment or by one of the other amendments 
that have been proposed, we will main
tain the best control over power rates 
that has yet been devised. 

The only real control over power rates 
to the ultimate consumer that has ever 
been effectively wielded in our history is 
the lever of competition. 

And from what has this competition 
come? It has come from the low-cost 
Federal power rate-yardstick of the Ten
nessee Valley Authority, the Bonneville 
Power Administration, and the publicly 
owned electric utilities which conduct 
their operations on a nonprofit basis and 
pass on savings in the form of lower rates 
to their customers or coo{>erative mem
bers. 

Scarcely anyone in this country seri
ously contends that private electric 
utilities, created under permissive State 
charter and operated under State and 
Federal regulation, are free competitive 
enterprises. By their very nature they 
are monopolies--natural monopolies. 
That is why they must be regulated by 
governments in the public interest. 
That is also why they must be stimulated 
by law, and by competition created un
der law, to act responsibly. The com
petition of public power has had a most 
salutary effect on the private power in
dustry itself and has been of enormous 
benefit to the country as a whole. This 
competition must continue to flourish. 

The American people know that in the 
past there have been many instances 
of overcharge by private · power com
panies. Tlley know that lowering the 

. rates has increased the unit consumption 
of electricity for a multitude of uses. 
They know that the financial position of 

·the power industry has been greatly en
·.hahced rather than harmed. As a result 
the aggregate rate structure has shown 
a downward trend, a trend which did not 
begin, and probably could never have 
begun, until public power under the 
leadership of Federal, comprehensive, 
multipurpose river development began 
to move forward in the late 1930's. 

It is this yardstick of competition that 
is lacking in the present bill. The elec
tric power that will be produced from 
atomic energy, like any other public re
source, must be safeguarded by Federal 
law to protect the public interest, to 
prevent monopoly, and to provide equity 
for public groups which, to survive and 
perform their vital public service, must 
have preference and priority. 

Can anyone conceive of a small rural 
electric cooperative, or even a combina
tion of them, which could finance a 
nuclear generating plant of the size that 
may be required to generate power at a 

-cost per installed kilowatt low enough to 
compete with hydro or steam? Such .a 
plant could run from several hundred 
thousand to a million kilowatts and call 
for a capital investment of hundreds of 
millions of dollars. It will be Federal 
generation, and Federal generation only, 
to which the public bodies and coopera
tives must turn under such circum-

. stances. 
Mr. President, when hearings on the 

original draft of this bill were held, 
spokesmen for the cooperatives and mu
nicipalities testified vigorously on the 
necessity of writing the preference 
clause into any legislation dealing with 

. nuclear power for peacetime use. Yet, 
when the legislation was redrafted in its 
present form, their requests to appear to 
testify went unheeded. In this bill the 
representatives of the rural electric co
operatives and the municipalities see not 
only unlimited vistas of profits for the 
private utilities but a threat of eventual 
elimination of public-power competition 
by elimination of the preference clause. 

Mr. President, my position is not one 
of opposing full participation, under 
proper safeguards, by private power 
companies in the benefits of this new 
resource. The country needs their full 

- participation. There is room in the 
atomic age for all to share on an equi
table basis. No one and no group, how
ever, must be permitted to occupy the 
whole space. 

As we cross the threshold into the new 
and unknown ·age of atomic energy, our 
first steps toward application of this 
new force to civilian peacetime use are 
of utmost importance. We must make 
certain from the very beginning that the 
safeguards we have for half a century 
placed around our. natural waterpower 
resources shall be extended to cover this 
new resource that has been developed 
at such enormous cost to the Nation's 
taxpayers. Atomic energy is a public 
resource. Electric power derived from it 
must be governed by law in the same way 
that electric power from any other 
public resource is governed. That is 
what our amendment seeks to do. 
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Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PoTTER in the chair). Does the Sen
ator from Iowa yield to the Senator 
from Oregon? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield. 
Mr. CORDON. In the amendment 

just adopted, the Johnson amendment, 
there is a provision that the power which 
is generated by the Atomic Energy Com
mission and not used in its own opera
tions shall-quoting from page 2 of the 
Johnson amendment-"be delivered to 
the Secretary of the Interior, who shall 
transmit and dispose of such power in 
accord with the provisions of section 5 
of the Flood Control Act of 1944." 

My memory is that section 5 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1944 carries the 
preference provision which the Senator's 
amendment seeks to put into the bill. 
In other words, it would seem to me that 
we would have it in twice, if the Sen
ator's amendment should prevail. I 
shall check that to be certain about it, 
but I believe that is correct. 

Mr. GILLETTE. There is no inten
tion to duplicate. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. · The section we added 

to the bill, section 45, has to do with 
the production of electric power. That 
means the establishment of a generating 
plant in atomic facilities in order to gen
erate electric power. What we are talk
ing about in section 44, which is an 
entirely different field, is the byproduct 
of electricity from the nuclear research 
program. 

Mr. GILLETTE. The sale of power. 
Mr. PASTORE. That is different. 

This is incidental power which comes 
from the development and manufacture 
of special material. What we added in 
section 45 has to do with the surplus 
electricity which will come from the in
stalled generating plant to manufacture 
electricity. It is an entirely different 
field. 

Mr. GILLE'ITE. That is true. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER rose. 
Mr. GILLETTE. Does my esteemed 

colleague wish to comment? 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I was about to 

say that the preference clause contained 
in the Johnson amendment, just adopt
ed, is an entirely different thing. I 
agree with the Senator from Rhode 
Island. The two fields are entirely dif
ferent. The proposal of my colleague 
from Iowa goes to the incidental power. 
The amendment we adopted a few mo
ments ago puts the Atomic Energy Com
mission into the commercial production 
business, and a little different operation 
applies. I assume, without checking 
further, that this amendment probably 
would be necessary. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. First of all, let me 

say that it is a joy to be a cosponsor with 
the Senator from Iowa of this amend
ment. In order that the legislative rec
ord may be clear, it is my understand
ing, as one of the cosponsors, that the 

amendment now being offered applies to 
the byproduct or incidental power. It is 
needed, along with what is provided in 
section 45, the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

What we are now seeking to do by 
offering this amendment is to incorpo
rate in the Atomic Energy Act the same 
provision as is now in the Federal Power 
Act, known as the preference clause. So 
we have the preference clause applied 
both in terms of the creation of elec
trical energy as a special enterprise of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, as pro
vided in section 45, the recently adopted 
amendment, and the preference clause 
applied to the incidental or byproduct 
power as the result of other activities of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, and it is 
proposed to distribute that power under 
the terms of the preference clause. This 
amendment is needed, and I think un
doubtedly it will be adopted, as the other 
amendment was adopted. It will be 
clarifying. 

Mr. GILLETTE. The Senator from 
Minneota is wholly correct. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield to the Sena
from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. I should like to have 
the floor for the purpose of offering an 
amendment to the amendment offered 
by the distinguished Senator from Iowa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. GILLETTE]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
secretary will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 23, 
line 7, after the word "cooperatives", it 
is proposed to insert-

In the sale of power for use in high-cost 
power areas not being served by public 
bodies or cooperatives, the Commission shall 
give the same degree of preference to any 
other purchaser who serves such areas. 

Mr. PASTORE. I may say that this 
amendment carries out the same idea 
and the same philosophy that was ac
cepted in connection with section 45, in 
the amendment of the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado. It takes noth
ing away from the preference; it merely 
adds, in regions which do not have public 
bodies and cooperatives, the same pref
erence to other groups with reference to 
the byproduct of electricity. I hope on 
the same ground and for the same rea
son the distinguished Senator from Iowa 

· [Mr. GILLETTE] will accept this amend
ment to his amendment. 

Mr. GILLE'ITE. Although I ain not 
opposed to accepting the amendment, I 
am not in a position to accept it in be
half of my cosponsors. However, to be 
consistent with the action taken by the 
Senate, I believe the amendment is a 
very proper one and, so far as I am con
cerned, I have no objection to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend

. ment offered by the Senator from Rhode 
Island to the amendment offered by the 

senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE] for 
himself and other Senators. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I understood that the Senator from Iowa 
had modified his amendment, which he 
has a right to do. 

Mr. SMATHERS. No; he has not 
modified it. 

Mr. GILLETTE. I said I could not 
accept the amendment on behalf of my 
cosponsors. However, I have no objec
tion to it. Therefore, there will have to 
be a vote on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The · 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PASTORE] to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GILLETTE], for himself and other Sen
ators. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment, as amended. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
in view of the action on the Johnson 
amendment, which added the preference 
clause, I see no particular reason for any 
contest or discussion about this particu
lar preference clause. I am willing to 
take it along with the other amendment, 
although I may point out to that by
product power will be so inconsequential 
that this particular reference to it will 
never amount to anything. In my judg
ment byproduct power is only a bare 
incident in the experimentation produc
tion, but apparently the idea is to be 
placed in the bill, and I see no reason 
for not accepting it. 

I would say to my colleague from Iowa 
that, so far as I am concerned, I will 
take the responsibility of accepting this 
particular amendment, as amended by 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE]. I also 
wish to ask my colleague from Iowa 
about the other amendment, to insert 
the word ''cooperatively.'' Is that being 
offered at this time? 

Mr. GILLETTE. That is a part of the 
same amendment. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I did not so 
understand. I was going to say that the 
word "cooperatively" adds nothing to 
the amendment, because cooperatives 
are already in the bill. The bill already 
contains a reference to cooperatives. It 
is not essential to put that word in at all. 

Mr. GILLETTE. This will make it 
doubly clear. I ask for a vote on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. •.rhe 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. GILLETTE], for himself and other 
Senators, as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk, and ask 
that it be made the pending question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 86, line 18, 
after the comma, it is proposed to insert 
the following: "to municipalities, private 
utilities, public bodies, and cooperatives 
within transmission distance authorized 
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to engage in the distribution of electric 
energy to the public." 

On page 86, line 21, insert new sen
tences after the period, as follows: 

In case of protests or conflicting applica
tions or requests for the establishment of 
special conditions in prospective licenses, 
the Commission shall, prior to issuance of 
any license, hold public hearings on such 
application or applications in general ac
cordance with the procedures established in 
connection with consideration of applica
tions for licenses under the Federal Power 
Act and interested parties shall have the 
same rights of intervention in such proceed
ings, application for rehearing, and appeal 
from decisions of the Commission as are pro
vided in that act and in the Administrative 
Procedure Act. In any proceeding before it, 
the Commission, in accordance with such 
rules and regulations as it may prescribe, 
may admit as a party any interested State, 
State commission, municipality, public or 
cooperative electric system, or any competi
tor of a party to such proceeding, or any 
other person whose participation may be in 
the public interest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Minnesota desire to 
have his amendments considered en 
bloc? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; it is all one 
amendment, actually. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments will be con
sidered en bloc. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in 
view of my understanding with the Sen
ator from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGs], I 
shall not direct my attention to this 
amendment until later in the day. I 
merely wish to make one comment so 
that the RECORD may be perfectly clear. 
We have heard a great deal about -a fili
buster. The charge has been made again 
and again that we are engaged in a fili
buster. I should like to have my col
leagues and the American people know, 
and to have our friends in the fourth 
estate and in the radio and television 
professions know, that ·within the last 
18 to 24 hours we have voted on three 
amendment, two of which have been 
adopted. 

If that is a filibuster, then it is indeed 
a new variety of filibuster. I may say 
also that two of the amendments that 
have been adopted have great signifi
cance, and both of them go to the heart 
of the criticism of the bill. I suggest 
that if we proceed as we have been pro
ceeding we will be through with the bill 
in short order. We are making consid
erable progress. 

I regret that the majority leader in
sisted on keeping us all night long, for 
quorum calls and speeches, to take the 
time of the Senate until we could gather 
in daylight to conduct the business of the 
Nation. 

If we proceed as the Senate ought to 
proceed and act, as mature men should 
act, and debate the issues as they ought 
to be debated, and consider amendments 
as they ought to be considered, we will 
not have the cloak of uncertainty and 
the cloud of confusion hanging over our 
heads in this great parliamentary insti

·tution. 
I shall return to a discussion of the 

amendment in a few minutes, to explain 
why the amendment is as vital to the bill 

as the preceding amendments that have 
been adopted. · 

In the meantime I humbly suggest, 
with all respect, to my good friend, the 
majority leader, and to his colleagues 
that there is no filibuster in progress, but 
there is attention being given to public 
business and to improving the bill before 
us and preparing it for passage, so that 
it will serve the public interest, not spe
cial interests. 

BENNETT CHAMP CLARK 
Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, on 

July 13, death came to a great Ameri
can-a distinguished former Senator, 
statesman, soldier, scholar, and jurist. 
I refer with deepest regret to the passing 
of Judge Bennett Champ Clark of the 
United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia. 

Bennett Champ Clark was born into 
politics. He and his father, the late 
Speaker Champ Clark, constituted the 
most famous father-son dynasty in 
Missouri's political history. 

Born at Bowling Green, Mo., on Jan
uary 8, 1890, Bennett Champ Clark was 
christened Joel Bennett. Later, like his 
father, he adopted the name of Champ. 
He became convinced that the name 
should be perpetuated. A brother, who 
had been given the father's name, had 
died in childhood. For this reason Ben
nett thought he should adopt the name. 
Eis father, who had been christened 
James Beauchamp Clark, had shortened 
his name to Champ Clark early in life. 

Bennett attended the public schools 
of Bowling Green and Washington. 
After graduating from Eastern High 
School here in Washington in 1908, he 
entered the University of Missouri and 
obtained his bachelor of arts degree in 
1912. Returning to Washington, he en
tered the law school of George Washing
ton University, obtaining his bachelor of 
laws degree in 1914. While still a stu
dent at George Washington, Members of 
the House of Representatives signed a 
petition urging his appointment as Par
liamentarian. He served as Parliamen
tarian from 1913 to 1917. 

Bennett was one of the first American 
volunteers in World War I. Resigning 
his position with the House, he applied 
for a place in the unit which Theodore 
Roosevelt was organizing. · After Presi
dent Wilson discouraged the Roosevelt 
venture, he entered the first om.cers 
training camp at Fort Myer, Va., and 
received his commission as a captain. 
He was elected lieutenant colonel of the 
6th Regiment, Missouri Infantry, which 
later became the 140th Regiment, United 
States Infantry, with which he served 
until September 1918. He served as 
assistant chief of sta1f of the 88th Di
vision from September 1918 until March 
1919. From March 1918 until May 1919 
he held the same position in the 35th 
Division, with the rank of colonel. He 
was 1 of the 17 charter members and an 
incorporator of the American Legion. 
serving as chairman of the Paris caucus 

. which formally launched the organiza
tion. He served 1 year as its national 
commander. 

From 1919 to 1932 Bennett Clark 
practiced law in St. Louis, specializing 
in corporation law and doing some his
torical writing. His biography of Presi
dent John Quincy Adams, published in 
1932 under the title "John Quincy Adams, 
Old Man Eloquent," is a recognized work 
of careful research. He received hon
orary degrees from the University of 
Missouri, Bethany College, which was his 
father's school; Marshall College, the 
institution which his father had served 
as president; and Washington and Lee 
University. 

Bennett Clark won the Democratic 
nomination in the 1932 primary, and 
was elected to the Senate for the term 
commencing March 4, 1933. He was 
subsequently appointed to the Senate to 
fill the vacancy caused by the resigna
tion of Senator Harry B. Hawes for the 
term ending March 3, 1933. He estab
lished a record in Missouri Democratic 
primaries in 1938 when he carried every 
county in the State, obtaining a plu
rality of 481,500 over the closer of his 
2 opponents. He was returned to the 
Senate by a large plurality in the gen
eral election of that year. 

Within a few months after his election 
to the Senate, while a bewildered Con
gress was docilely approving the New 
Deal programs, Clark was one of the 
few who dared to lock horns with the 
administration and call attention to the 
questionable points of various measures. 
Boldly he attacked the National Indus
trial Recovery Act, the Government re
organization and the court measures 
sponsored by the Roosevelt administra
tion. While some who opposed New 
Deal legislation were signaled out for a 
"purge," President Roosevelt and Ben
nett Clark shared great mutual respect 
for each other. No opposition to the 
distinguished Missourian was even 
faintly encouraged. Even his bitterest 
opponents recognized Clark's sincerity 
and integrity. He enjoyed the rough 
and tumble of -debate. No one in the 
Senate was a more able parliamentarian. 

Clark was chairman of the committee 
on rules and order of business at the 
national Democratic convention in 
Philadelphia in 1936, obtaining what 
might be called "a family victory" in the 
repeal of the two-thirds majority rule 
for a nomination. It was this rule that 
kept his father from becoming the Dem
ocratic presidential nominee in 1912. 

In 1945 he was appointed to the United 
States Court of Appeals for the District 
of Columbia, of which he was an associ
ate justice at the time of his death. 
Chief Judge Harold M. Stephens of the 
court of appeals described him as "a 
judge of high courage and integrity, of 

-brillant intellect, of strong and out
spoken conviction, and he was a faith
ful friend." Judge Stephens added that 
Judge Clark had, "like his father, de
voted his life to the service of his coun
try." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
·sent to insert in the body of the RECORD, 
comments on the death of Bennett 
Champ Clark which (lppeared in the St. 
Louis Globe-Democrat on July 15 and 
July 17, the Kansas City Times on July 
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15, the Washington Post on July 16, and 
the Washington Evening Star on July 17. 

There being no objection, the news
paper comments were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
(From the St. Louis Globe-Democrat of July 

15, 1954] 
BENNETT CHAMP CLARK 

Bennett Clark was a man of many inter
esting facets, all of which he e~ployed to 
make him a stimulating personahty. Born 
into politics-his father was Champ Clark, 
long-time Speaker of the House-he was a 
precinct worker long before :pe could vote. 
Eventually he became a United States Sena
tor from Missouri, a potent individual in the 
Democratic Party. 

He was an expert on parliamentary law 
and wrote a book about it. He was an au
thor-his volume on John Quincy Adams be
ing regarded by historians as a superb analy
sis of this turbulent President. 

He was a soldier, the youngest colonel to be 
sent overseas in World War I. He was one of 
the charter members of the American Legion 
and presided over the caucus in Paris which 
organized the body. 

He was an astute lawyer and ended his days 
as a judge of the United States Court of Ap
peals for the District of Columbia, a tribunal 
regarded as second only in importance to the 
Supreme Court. 

But perhaps the work of which he was 
proudest was his leadership, as chairman of 
the rules committee of the Democratic Na
tional Convention in 1936, in the move to 
abolish the two-thirds rule in respect to 
nomination for President. Had the majority 
rule pertained in 1912, doubtless his father 
would have been the Democratic nominee, as 
he clearly had a majority but not the re
quired two-thirds. 

Senator Clark-we prefer to refer to him 
thus in Missouri-loved the burly-burly of 
political life. He was a man who made 
friends easily. He was an old-fashioned 
Democrat who shied away from New Deal 
fantasies. In fact, had he played along with 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, it is quite possible he 
would have had the President's support as his 
successor. This was at the time before Mr. 
Roosevelt had been bitten by the third and 
fourth term bug. 

Few men in public affairs have lived a more 
complete and satisfying life. He was cou
rageous, he combined superior intelligence 
with an innate love of politics. As the son of 
a famous father, Bennett Champ Clark was a 
credit to his name. His death at 64 marked 
the untimely removal of a public figure who 
contributed materially to the thing we call 
the American way of life. 

(From the St. Louis Globe-Democrat of 
July 17, 1954} 

JUDGE MOORE'S COURT RECESSED IN MEMORY 
OF CLARK 

United States District Judge George H. 
Moore yesterday recessed his court until 

·Monday out of respect for United States 
Judge Bennett Champ Clark of the Washing
ton; D. C., Court of Appeals who died Thurs
day. 

Judge Clark was buried yesterday in Ar
lington National Cemetery. Judge Moore 
entered a eulogy to Judge Clark in the court's 
records. · 

"Judge Clark was a lawyer of great ability," 
Judge Moore said, "the greatest of parlia
mentarians; a valiant soldier; the youngest 
Colonel in the American Expeditionary Force 
in the first World War; an aut_hor of dis
tinction; twice United States Senator from 
Missouri; a wise and patriotic ·statesman; an 
Associate Justice of the United States Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia-a 
Judge whose only goal was . justice. His 

legal, military, legislative and judicial career 
added luster to his great family name, and 
refiected great honor upon his native State. 

"Honor, courage, and integrity were his 
most distinguishing characteristics." 

[From the Kansas City Times of July 15, 
1954] 

MisSOURI'S BENNETT CLARK 

. In Missouri the name of Clark became a 
tradition as native as country ham and red
eye gravy and Missouri mules. · And through 
Bennett Clark that tradition was a national 
factor at a time of vast economic and social 
change. · 

In the Senate of the New Deal 1930's he was 
frequently called an "aginer" and compared 
with an earlier Missouri senator, Jim Reed. 
It would have been more accurate to say he 
stood pat on basic principles that were part 
and parcel of his upbringing. He recognized 
the need for many changes and battled to 
make them sound. 

When Bennett Clark was a child, growing 
up in the national arena of Washington, the 
Clark tradition was already well established 
through his father. To most of Missouri 
Democracy Champ Clark was the symbol of 
statesmanship in a long-tailed coat and a 
big black hat. From Champ Clark's rise to 
Speaker of the House and inches short of the 
Presidency, Missourians took refiected glory. 

Bennett Clark's early years in WashingtoJ;l 
detracted nothing from his native ~ssouri 
instincts. In his first race for the Senate 
he was completely at home on the court
house squares across the State. He knew 
the interest of rural Missourians and held 
them through 2-hour speeches. · In that first 
campaign he dared to advocate repeal of 
prohibition when most of the State's poli
ticians still turned pale at the issue. It was 
a foretaste of his rugged independence that 
was to be demonstrated on the national stage 
in Washington. His fight against the Roose
velt court-packing plan was one example. 

This hard-hitting Senate leader was the 
same Bennett Clark who spent years on re
search to write his excellent 2-volume biog
raphy of John Quincy Adams. His book on 
parliamentary law has been widely used. 

His leadership in many national issues 
is a long story. But two of his battles 
seemed to be particularly close to the heart 
of Bennett Clark. He had seen his father 
lose the nomination for the Presidency be
cause of the two-thirds rule. Eventually the 
son became an active leader in the Demo
cratic convention that abolished the rule. 

A World War I soldier and one of the 
original founders of the American Legion, 
Bennett Clark led the fight for the Gl bill in 
the Senate. 

His later years were spent in Washington 
as a judge of the District of Columbia United 
States Court of Appeals. To Missourians he 
was still the native son on important busi
ness away from home. Ten years after he 
left the Senate his imprint is still deep in 
Missouri memories. 

[From the Washington Post of July 16, 1954] 
BENNETT CHAMP CLARK 

Judge Benn"ett Champ Clark had had a dis
tinguished public career before he was ap
pointed to the United States Court of Ap
peals by President Truman. The son of 
Champ Clark, who for many years was 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, he 
became parliamentarian of the House be
fore he finished law school. In 1933 he was 
elected to the United States Senate in the 
same landslide that swept Franklin D. Roose
velt into the Presidency. As a Democratic 
Senator frorri Missouri, however, he followed 
an independent_line and .often clashed with 
the Roosevelt administration. The climax 
of his political career came when · he, along 

with Senators Burke, King, Wheeler, _and 
others, fought and defeated FOR's court
packing bill, despite the President's whop
ping victory in 1936. 

On the bench JlJ,dge Clark proved to be a 
man of brilliant inteliect and strong convic
tions, though-his effectivepess was ~ccasion: 
ally hampered by illness. , He took to the 
court from his practice of law and his ex
perience in Congress a broad knowledge of 
statutory law and of the processes of legisla
tion · and procedures in the courtroom. 
While he sometimes referred to himself as 
an old-fashioned Democrat, he was never 
doctrinaire on the bench. His rugged inde
pendence made it impossible to classify him 
either as a liberal or as a conservative. With 
courage that was especially marked even in 
a land of independent judges, he decided 
each case as he saw it without the slightest 
regard for expediency . . In the historic Dol
lar case, in which the Department of Justice 
had failed to give effect to a ruling of the 
court, a lawyer for the Department explained 
its conduct in part by referring to a letter 
from the President. Judge Clark indignant
ly replied that if the lawyer thought a letter 
from the President of the United States (the 
President in question-Harry S. Truman
had appointed Judge Clark and was a close 
personal friend) could infiuence the judg
ment of the Court he had better think again. 

Judge Clark's colleagues say that he also 
had the ability to cut to the heart of difficult 
legal issues. While he perhaps failed to 
achieve complete fulfillment of his powers, 
he earned a distinguished place on the bench. 

[From the Washington Evening Star of 
July 17, 1954] 

BENNETT CHAMP CLARK 

Born at Bowling Green, Pike County, in 
1890, Bennett Champ Clark spent most of 
his life in the District of Columbia. Yet 
he definitely represented Missouri in the 
major interests and patterns of his career. 
Both his parents refiected the natural skep
_ticism of the Show Me State, and he was 
glad to follow their example. Thus he grew 
up distrustful of the partisan groups of 
large cities, the political infiuence of big 
business and the activities of what he called . 
interventionists. He put his faith in the 
people of the farin districts and small towns, 
rural America firsters; and he spoke for 
them even when their cause was unpopular 
and obviously destined to fail. 

His father's experience at Baltimore in 
1912 embittered Bennett for the rest of his 
days. The deal which he believed had been 
worked by the Bryan faction and Tammany 
Hall to nominate Woodrow Wilson in place 
of the Speaker of the House was, in his 
view, a family affront which he never for
gave. One of the great victories in which 
he took pride was that of his drive to abol
ish the two-thirds rule at Democratic na
tional conventions. This triumph, achieved 
in 1936, cleared the way for the elevation 
of his friend Harry S. Truman to the Presi
dency. 

Meanwhile, Mr. Clark gratified his own am
bition in the Senate, where he consistently 
maintained an independent attitude on for
eign and domestic questions alike. When 
his nonconformity cost him his seat in 1945, 
his former colleague, then in the White 
House, named him to the United States 
court of appeals, where he served quietly 
yet with distinction. Dying relatively young 
at 64, he leaves a legend peculiarly personal. 
His eloquence, his profound. knowledge of 
parliamentary procedure, his excellent rec
ord as a soldier, his part in organizing the 
American Legion and finally his neighbor
liness here ·in Washington probably are the 
qualities for· ·which he will be remembered 
longest. 
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POLITICAL SPOILS IN AGRICUL .. 

TURAL PROGRAMS 
Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, dur .. 

ing the 1952 political campaign an effort 
was made to convince American farmers 
that they were being enslaved, under the 
farm programs, by Washington 
"agricrats." 

"Agricrats" is a word the Republicans 
coined to conjure up resentment against 
those who supposedly dictated to the 
farmers-giving them no voice in agri· 
cultural affairs. 

General Eisenhower, as a candidate_. 
repeatedly promised American farmers 
that the farm programs would be 
"cleansed of partisan politics," and that 
the programs of the future, if he were 
elected, would be "turned over to farm
ers" to be "farmer run.'' 

in his opening farm speech at Kasson, 
Minn., on September 6, .1952, General 
Eisenhower said: 

I pledge you that the Republican Party 
1s going forward with positive, aggressi·ve, 
farmer-run farm programs . • • •. This first 
thing we intend to do is take the emphasis 
off of Washington • • • our goal wm be 
sound, farmer-run programs that safe
guard agriculture--but do not regiment you, 
do not put the Federal Government in 
charge of your farms. What counts is being 
prepared to do the right thing at the right 
time. To do this, the Republicans wm use 
the wisdom of the farmers • ~ • the pro
grams must be transferred into genuinely 
farmer-run operations • • •. 

At Columbia, S. C., on September 30, 
1952, General Eisenhower said: 

And the management and direction of the 
farm program-federally financed though it 
will be--must be turned over to farmers. 

On October 13, 1952, at New Orleans, 
La., the candidate said: 

What we need is to start from here and 
build a better program based on more farm
er participation and more Federal, State, and 
farmer partnership. 

Speaking at Memphis, Tenn., on Octo
ber 15, 1952, Candidate Eisenhower told 
his audience: 

With single-minded purpose we must move 
toward farmer-run programs. I pledge you 
an administration that • • • will increase 
farmer participation. 

In that same Memphis speech, General 
Eisenhower added: 

The agricultural conservation program, ad
ministered by PMA, is now permeated with 
partisan politics • • •. I pledge you an 
administration that will cleanse all farm 
programs of partisan politics. 

Mr. President, such was to be the great 
crusade. It was to be a crusade to 
"cleanse all farm programs of partisan 
politics." 

In actual performance, the great cru .. 
sade has turned Missouri into a cauldron 
of spoils politics, boiling over into the 
Federal courts as the farmers of Calla .. 
way County, Mo., attempted to de .. 
fend their right to select the members 
of the County PMA-now Agricultural 
Stabilization Service-committee. These 
farmers held mass meetings and raised 
several hundred dollars to carry the de .. 
tense of the county committee into 
court. That has been done. 

And Callaway County ·is not the only 
county where trouble has occurred. 
Trouble has arisen all over Missouri
in county after county-as the Republi .. 
can Party has conducted a crusade to 
tum the farmer committee offices into 
a part of the Republican spoils system. 
Elected farmer committeemen have been 
forced out of office, loyal civil servants 
have been fired, reinstated, buffeted and 
abused until they resigned. Agricultural 
stabilization affairs within the State of 
Missouri are in c turmoil. 

Before I go into the details of the ad .. 
ministration's mess in Missouri, I would 
like to say in all fairness that a great 
deal is involved in this matter besides 
partisan politics. The system of farmer
elected committees to administer our na
tional farm programs has been in the 
past one of the finest devices for democ
racy in Federal programs yet developed. 

The men who built the farm programs 
in the dark days of the thirties-Demo
crats and Republicans alike-wanted a 
Federal program that was as close · as 
possible to . the people-to the farmers. 
They wanted farmer participation in its 
administration and policymaking. So a 
system of elected committees was set up. 

Farmers participating in the Federal 
programs meet in their townships. 
There they elect township committee
·men who assist in the administration of 
the programs. They also elect a dele
gate to a county meeting, which in turn 
elects the county committee members. 
These men, the farmer-elected commit
teemen at township and county level, 
have been in charge of the administra
tion and application of the Federal farm 
programs at the grassroots-out on the 
actual farms-of the Nation. 

This system is thoroughly democratic. 
It permits and requires farmers in virtu
ally every county in the Nation to learn 
the how and why of the farm programs 
because the farmers, themselves, are in
volved in the administration of these 
programs. As a result of this system 
farmers have voluntarily cooperated 
with the programs. Offensive policing 
has not been necessary. Also, as a part 
of this system, informed farmers have 
participated in policy determinations. 

students of government have been 
watching this system of administration 
by farmer committees because it is the 
outstanding governmental technique 
thus far developed to overcome the dan
ger of great national programs beconiing 
centralized, removed from the people 
they affect and, therefore, dictatorial 
and unresponsive to the people who are 
affected by them. 

In order to provide information con .. 
cerning the details of how this commit
tee system works, I ask unanimous 
consent to have inserted in the CoNGREs
SIONAL RECORD at this point in my re
marks pertinent provisions from the 
ofticial regulations governing PMA coun .. 
ty and community committees, para
graphs 713.4 through paragraph 713.11, 
and paragraph 713.28 which are the 
regulations governing selection of the 
committees and removal from oftice, 
having been issued by Secretary Benson 
on March 26, 1953. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed -in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REGULATIONS 011' THE SECRETARY OF AGRICUL .. 

TURE GOVERNING PMA COUNTY AND COM• 
MUNITY COMMITTEES 

SELECTION OF COMMITI'EES 
SEC. 713.4. Method: County and commu

nity committees shall be elected by farmers 
in accordance with the provisions of the 
regulations in this subpart. 

SEc. 713.5. Who may vote for committee
men and delegates: Any farmer who is of 
legal voting age and who has an interest in 
a farm as owner, tenant, or sharecropper and 
any farmer not of legal voting age who is in 
charge of the supervision and conduct of 
the farming operations on the entire farm 
shall be eligible to vote for committeemen 
and delegates in the community in which he 
bas such an interest if: 

(a) A payment or grant of conservation 
materials or services is or will be made with 
respect to the farm under the current Agri
cultural conservation program, or there is 
being carried out on the farm one or more 
of the current program practices approved 
for the State by the State production and 
marketing administration committee, re
ferred to in this subpart as the "State Com
mittee"; 

(b) Such farmer is eligible for a coopera
tor's loan or other price support; 

(c) Such farmer is eligible for a payment 
under the Sugar Act program; or 

(d) Such farmer has a crop insurance con
tract with the Federal Crop Insurance Cor
poration. 
In any State having community property 
law, the spouse of a farmer who is eligible 
to vote under the foregoing provisions shall 
also be eligible to vote. 

SEC. 713.6. Restrictions on voting: Each 
eligible voter shall be entitled to only 1 
vote on any 1 ballot in any election held 
in any 1 community or in the county con
vention. If the eligible voter has an in
terest in a farm in more than 1 commu
nity in the county, such voter shall not 
be entitled to vote in more than 1 such 
community in the county. There shall be 
no voting by proxy. 

SEC. 713.7. Determination of elective areas: 
Each county shall be divided into local ad
ministrative areas, referred to in this sub
part as "communities." The term "county" 
in the Territory of Alaska shall be the area 
so designated by the State committee. The 
boundaries of the communities shall be fixed 
by the State committee after considering 
any recommendations by the county com
mittee. No such community shall include 
more than one county or parts of different 
counties. 

SEC. 713.8. Calling of elections: Each elec
tion of farmers to the county or community 
committee shall be held on a date or within 
a period of time and at a place fixed by the 
State committee which will afford full op
portunity for participation therein by all 
persons eligible to vote. Each such election 
shall be held in accordance with detailed 
instructions issued by the Assistant Admin
istrator for Production of the Production 
and Marketing Administration, referred to in 
this subpart as the "Assistant Administra
tor." If the number of eligible farmers vot
ing in any election of community committee
men is so small that the State committee 
determines that the result of the election 
does not represent the views of a majority 
of the farmers who were eligible to vote in 
such election, it shall declare the election 
void and call a new election. 

SEC. 713.9. Election of the community com
mittee: The farmers in the community who 
are eligible to vote in such community shall 
elect annually a community committee. The 
community committee shall be composed ot 
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s members, 1 of whom shall be elected' as 
chairman and 1 of whom shall be elected as 
vice chairman. First and second alternates 
to the community committee shall also be 
elected to serve as acting members of the 
community committee in the order elected 
in case of the temporary absence of a mem
ber, or to become a member of the com
munity committee in the order elected. in 
case of the resignation, disqualification, re
moval, or death of a member. An acting 
member of the community committee shall 
have the same duties and the same authority 
a8 a member. Failure to elect the prescribed 
number of alternates at the regular election 
shall not invalidate such election or require 
a special election to elect additional alter
nates. 

SEc. 713.10. Election of delegate to the 
county convention: (a) Except in any county 
in which there is only one community, the 
farmers in the community who are eligible 
to vote in such community shall elect an
nually at the community committee election 
a delegate to a county convention and an 
alternate to serve as acting delegate in case 
of the temporary absence of the delegate, 
or to become the delegate in case of the 
resignation, disqualification, removal, or 
death of the delegate. An acting delegate 
shall have the same duties and the same 
authorities as a delegate. 

(b) In any county in which there is only 
one community, the community committee 
shall be the county committee. 

SEc. 713.11 . Election of the county com
mittee: (a) The delegates elected pursuant 
to § 713.10 shall meet in a convention held 
before the close of the same ca lendar year 
in which they were elected to elect the 
county committee for the county. A ma
jority of the delegates so elected and quali
fied to vote at the time of the convention 
shall constitute a quorum. A county com
mittee of 3 members shall be elected, with 
1 member elected as chairman and another 
member as vice chairman. At the same 
convention the delegates shall also elect 
first and second alternates to the county 
commit tee to serve as acting members of the 
county committee in the order elected in the 
case of the temporary absence of a member, 
or to become a member of the county com
mittee in the order elected in case of th·e 
resignation, disqualification, removal, or 
death of any member of the county com
mittee. An acting member of the county 
committee shall have the same duties and 
authority as a member. 

(b) If the county agricultural extension 
agent for the county is not elected secre
t ary to the county committee, he shall be 
ex officio a member of the county commit
tee but shall not have. the power to vote. 

• • • • • 
REMOVAL FROM OFFICE OR EMPLOYMENT 

SEc. 713 .28. County and community com
mitteemen: (a) Any member of the county 
or communit y committee or alternate to 
such office who becomes ineligible for office 
under the provisions of § 713.27 or who fails 
to perform the duties of his office or who is 
incompetent or commits, or attempts or 
conspires to commit, fraud, shall be removed 
by the State committee, or if it appears that 
he may be subject to such removal, he may 
be suspended by the State committee pend
ing an investigation. The State committee 
.may also suspend pending investigation or 
remove any county or community commit
teeman or alternate if such action appea:rs 
to be necessary for the success of any pro
gram administered by the county com
mittee. 

(b) If because of an investigation there 
are no members or alternates available to 
serve on the county committee, the State 
committee shall designate a . person to ad
minister the programs in the county pend
ing the exoneration or removal of those un-

der -investigation, and- if removed, pending 
the election of new county coiOinitte~ 
members and alternates. Any person named 
by the State comm.ittee in such capacity 
shall have full authority to perform all 
duties regularly performed by a duly e·lected 
county committee. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, in the 
past the administration of these pro
grams has been on the whole nonparti
san. In Republican areas, Republicans 
have been elected to township and county 
committees because the farmers voted 
for them. In areas predominantly Dem
ocratic, the committeemen have usually 
been Democrats. And in many areas of 
the Nation men of both parties have 
served together in harmony. It has been 
a Department of Agriculture tradition 
that the will of the farmers, expressed 
in their committee elections, was to be 
respected. The results of the farmer 
elections were not to be set aside for 
political reasons, and removals would be 
made only for bona fide and serious mis
feasance or malfeasance in office. Prior 
to this administration few removals of 
committeemen occurred. 

Under the Department's previous pol
icy, farmer committeemen themselves 
were the administrators. They made the 
applications of acreage allotments to 
their neighbors. They handled loan 
dockets and other administrative details. 
There was literally and really mass par
ticipation of farmer citizens in the ad
ministrative handling of the programs, 
instead of administration by professional 
"agricats," if I may use President Ei
senhower's word. 

Shortly after the new administration, 
pledged to farmer-run programs, took 
office, the Secretary of Agriculture an
nounced that the farmer committees 
would no longer handle administrative 
work. They would be used as policy
making boards and new· county office 
managers would handle administration. 

I ask unanimous consent to place in 
the RECORD at this point in my remarks 
a copy of Secretary of Agriculture Ben
son's press release of March 25, 1953, an
nouncing this change. 

There being no objection, the copy of 
this press release was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
SECRETARY BENSON ANNOUNCES CHANGES IN 

PMA COMMITTEE OPERATIONS 

Greater uniformity, efficiency and economy 
in the operation of State and county offices 
of the Production and Marketing Administra
tion are called for in changed operating 
methods announced today by Secretary of 
Agriculture ~ra Taft Benson. 

Under the ne"N policy, which is to t ake 
effect immediately, the local policy-forming 
and policy-execution functions of these farin 
program offices are being separated. The 
program and administrative policy-forming 
functions will continue to rest with the State 
PMA committees, which are selected by the 
Secretary of Agriculture, and the county 
PMA committees, which are elected by farm
ers themselves. 

The policies which are determined by the 
State committee, however, will be carried out 
by committee employees under the direction 
of a State administrative officer, working 
under the committee's direction and re
sponsible to it. All State committeemen, in
cluding the chairman, will work on a when
actually-employed basis, r ather than as full
time employees. 

-'~This change in handling PMA field work," 
stated Secr~tary Be1;1son, "will result in sav
ings of an estimated $125,000 annually in 
State and another $!500,000 in county office : 
operation. This is based on an estimated 
average of 75 days actual employment by 
State and county committeemen." 

At the county l~vel a county office manager, 
selected by the county committee and re
sponsible to it, will carry out the policies 
determined by the county committee and be 
responsible for day-to-day operations. 
County committeemen, like the State com
mitteemen, will work only on a part-time 
basis. 

"This method of operation will enable 
each member of the team to perform func
tions which he is best able to carry out," 
Secretary Benson said in commenting on the 
operational changes. "The State and 
county committees will in effect serve as a 
'board of directors' to determine policy, but 
they will not be asked to spend their time 
on routine administrative matters. They 
will be paid for the time they spend in policy 
'forming work, while staffs trained in office 
management and administrative work uill 
carry out such policy. 
. "We are also establishing a rotation sys
tem for each State committee under which 
one or more State committeemen will be re
placed · each year. This will make it possible 
to bring fresh and wider viewpoints to bear. 
It will also insure stabHity and continuity 
of policy." 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, this 
change by Secretary Benson has been 
debated before. It ·sounds innocent 
enough in itself, perhaps, but it is 
actually a device to put into effect 
policies determined by Federal and 
State "agricrats" rather than by farmer 
committees. Former Secretary of Agri
culture Brannan had his staff study the 
prospective costs of the· suggestion. He 
found that it would be considerably 
greater than the per diem costs of t.he 
committeemen's work. But Mr. Benson, 
the present Secretary of Agriculture
contrary to the pledges of his party to 
economize and to build "farmer run" 
programs-ordered that county man
agers be employed. 

I am of the opinion that an appro·
priate committee of Congress should 
now make a careful study of the real 
current costs of administering the pro
duction adjustment, price support and 
conservation programs - which are 
handled by the Agricultural Stabiliza
tion committees, formerly the PMA 
committees. · 

I have a comparison of costs, taken 
from various hearings, which indicate 
that the overall cost of administering 
the agricultural conservation program, 
sometimes called ACP, acre allotments 
and marketing quotas, the Sugar Act, 
Commodity Credit Corporation loans 
and purchase agreements and CCC price 
support work, is considerably larger in 
the current fiscal year than it was in 
1950, when there were similar allotments 
and/ or quotas to be administered. 

This comparison iJ:ldicates that the 
cost for the basic agricultural conserva
tion work is down in the county . and 
State-and-regional offices. But the cost 
of the county work on the production 
adjustment and CCC programs appears 
to be up more than $13 million as com-
pared to 1950. · · · · 
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I ask unanimous consent to insert in 

the RECORD at this point a statist.ical 
table, prepared from data submitted to 
the Congress, comparing the allowances 
of funds for the various items for the 

current fiscal year with expenditures for 
the same items in 1950. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

Comparison of obligations and expenditures for certain U. S. Department of Agriculture 
. programs in fiscal1950 and fiscal195J,. 

Fiscal year I950 

State and 
Territorial 

offices 
County 
offices 

Fiscal year 1954 

State and 
Territorial 

offices 
County 
offices 

$3,379,954 Agricultural conservation------------------------------- $3,963,003 $20,680,499 
1=======1========1=======1======= 

$19, 087, 419 

Acreage allotments and marketing quotas: 
TobaccO--------------------------------------------- 5.37, 612 2, O:'.S, 040 661,602 2, 939,421 
Peanuts-----------~------------------~-;____________ 308,911 I, 778,659 29I, 938 1, 544, 638' 
Wheat. •• ·------------------------------------------ 921\, I68 6, 628,285 I, 366,282 10,730,030 
Cotton---------------------------------------------- 947, 715 8, 679,419 947, 462 13,581,436 
Com________________________________________________ 427,966 3, I84, 954 337,329 5, 730,550 
Sugar __ -------------------------------------------- 656,801 329;192 496,899 342,540 
CCC loans and purchase agreements________________ 1, 290,386 5, 919, 182 746, 580 5, 93I, 961 
CCC price support ___ ---------------------~ -------- 2,117, 753 3, 514,587 1, 774, 144 6, 991, I72 

I----------11----------1---------1---------
Production adjustment and CCC, totaL__________ 7, 212,312 32,072,318 6, 622,236 47, 79I, 748 · 

Grand total, all State, regional, and county items __ 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, we 
need to know if this overall increase re
sults from a greater workload and, if so, 
to what extent, or if the supposed or 
seeming economy is made more apparent 
than real by a shifting of costs. We 
need to know if field work is costing 
more under the county omce managers 
than under the old system of paying per 
diem to committeemen. · · 

In Missouri, we were not long in get
ting a clue to the reason for Mr. Ben
son's decision to have county office man
agers. Two months after the Benson 
order establishing the new posts, and 
banning elected farmer committeemen 
from. administrative work, on May 29, 
1953, Mrs. L. c. navis, vice chairman of 
the Missouri Republican State commit
tee, - sent a letter to the Republican 
county chairmen and vice chairmen in 
the State, in which she told them: 

There are 4,300 PMA employees in Mis
souri. They should be Republicans if we 
can lend our energy to see to it that they 
are. The salary of county officer manager 
ranges from $2,500 to $4,000, depend~ng upon 
the workload of the county. By workload 
is meant the scope of the program in the 
county. The chief clerk's salary is approxi
mately $2,300, and it is recommended that 
this post be given to a woman. In addition, 
there will be 1 to 3 clerks, depending upon 
workload. 

It is recommended that you immediately 
decide who would be the logical choice for 
the county office manager in your county, 
start boosting him, and file his application 
for the post at your county PMA omce. Lest 
this be the type of office that wOUld con
veniently lose a Republican application, you 
are advised to file a duplicate with the Re
publican State Committee. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
.sent to have inserted in the RECORD at 
this point the text of the letter ascribed 
to the vice chairman of the Missouri Re· 
publican State committee. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD. 
as follows: 

MisSOURI REPUBLICAN STATE 
COMMrrTEE, 

Montgomery City, Mo., May 29, 1953. 
DEAR COUNTY CHAIRMAN OR VICE CHAIR

MAN: The PMA election will be held on July 

1========1========1========1======== 
63,928,132 76,881,357 

31 at the township level. At this election a 
county committeeman· or committeewoman 
and an alternate committeeman or commit
teewoman will be chosen. This county com
mittee in turn elects a county board from 
its membership and the law requires that 
this board must be selected by August 1. 
The board consists of chairman, vice chair
man, and third member and first, second, 
and third alternates. 

Who votes at the township level: Any farm 
owner, or operator or share cropper whose 
name is on the mailing list at county PMA 
office. If you have never participated in 
these elections, you must go to the county 
PMA office and have your name put on the 
mailing list. A husband and wife can vote, 
or if either cannot come, a vote my be cast · 
by proxy. 

Your county board selects, with the ap
proval of your State PMA board, a county 
office manager who cannot be a PMA com
mittee member. This office manager must 
be named by August 3. He is on a full-time 
basis, and he in turn chooses a chief clerk 
with the 0. K. of the fieldman of that par
ticular area. Your county office manager is 
required to have 2 years of high school edu
catiOn and must either live or have lived 
on a farm. 

It is recommended that you immediately 
decide who would be the logical choice for 
county office manager in your county, start 
boosting him and file his application for the 
post at your county PMA office. · Lest this be 
the type of office that would conveniently 
lose a Republican application, you are ad
vised to file a duplicate with the Republican 
State committee. 

There are 4,300 PMA employees in Mis
souri. They should be . Republicans if we 
lend our energy to see to it that they are. 
The salary of county office manager ranges 
from $2,500 to $4,000, depending upon the 
workload of the county. By workload 
is meant the scope of the program in the 
county. The chief clerk's salary is approxi
mately $2,300, and it is recommended that 
this post be given to a woman. In addition, 
there will be in each county 1 to 3 clerks, 
dependent upon workload. 

Enclosed is list of the members of the 
present PMA board in your county. Copies 
of this information are being sent to you 
under separate cover for distribution to your 
committee who will have to help you at the 
township level. 

Will you keep the Republican State head
quarters, Montgomery City, advised as to 

progress you are making and feel free to ask 
our assistance at any time. 

Sincerely, 
Mas. L. C. DAVIS, 

Vice Chairman. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, like
wise, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the body of the RECORD a news 
article from the August 20, 1953, issue of 
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, written at 
the State capital, Jefferson City, by a 
staff correspondent of that newspaper. 
In this article, Mrs. Davis is quoted as 
acknowledging that she wrote a letter to 
all counties about this matter but con
tends that she said in the letter that 
"qualifications of education and experi
ence be the prime requisite for the con
~ideration of applications for the newly 
created office-manager post." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
CHARGES GOP SEEKS HOLD ON STATE PMA 

JOBs-DEMOCRATIC OFFICIAL SAYS REPUBLI
CANS PLAY POLITICS AT ExPENSE OF MISSOURI 
FARMERS 
JEFFERSON CITY, Mo., August 20.-A 

charge that Republicans are playing politics 
with the already desperate plight of the 
State's farmers, by attempting to control the 
Production and Marketing Administration 
elections in Missouri July 31, was made to
day by Democratic State Chairman W. F. 
Daniels of Fayette. 

In a statement issued through Democratic 
State headquarters here, Daniels said that 
Mrs. L. C. Davis, of Boonville, vice chairman 
of the Republican State committee, sent out 
letters to all county GOP chairmen last May 
urging them to line up support for Republi
cans in the PM.,_ elections. 

He quoted the letter as saying: "There 
are 4,300 PMA employees i~ Missouri. They 
~hould be Republical_ls if we . lend our en
ergy to see that they are." 

Daniels accused the Republicans of mak
ing a political football of PMA, the agency 
closest to the farmers' soil and livelihood. 
He denounced it as a brazen effort and de
clared the Republican administration in 
Washington should renounce it. 

In the July 31 elections, a PMA county 
committeeman and alternate were named in 
each township. The county committee, in 
turn, elected a county board from its mem
bership. The county committee then named 
a county office manager, who has a big voice 
in the election of clerks and office em
ployees. 

The township elections were open to any 
farm owner or operator or sharecropper 
whose name was on the PMA county list. 
The Democrats reported that the Repuoli
cal_l letter urged the Republican county 
chairmen to have all eligible persons place 
their names on the list. 

Later, Mrs. Davis acknowledged she sent 
letters urging responsible Republican farm
ers to participate in the PMA elections, and 
that the letters were sent to every county in 
the State. 

In reply to Daniels' charges, she declared 
she also urged in her letters that qualifica
tions of education and experience be the 
prime requisite for the consideration of ap
plications for the newly created office man-
ager post. · 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, in 
order to make every possible effort to be 
entirely fair, I wish to call attention to 
the fact that the copy of her letter sup
plied me by Democratic sources does not 
contain the statement about the prime 
requisites to which Mrs. Davis alluded 
in the interview. I believe the copy of 
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her letter as I have supplied it for the 
RECORD is an exact copy of a letter she 
sent to one of the counties. One grass
roots Republican was so shocked by this 
effort to turn the farm program into 
patronage "pie" that he released his copy 
of the letter to farm leaders within his 
county. I have had the copy checked 
carefully. If there is some discrepancy 
between this letter and letters sent to 
other counties, then we should be ad
vised of it. 

As the St. Louis Post-Dispatch article 
points out, the farmer elections of com
munity committeemen and delegates to 
the county meetings, which select the 
county committees, were held July 31, 
1953, under the regulations promulgated 
by Secretary Benson. 

In order to make the background of 
this matter complete, the RECORD should 
include the "Qualification Standards for 
Position of PMA Office Manager," which 
was distributed with a general notice to 
State PMA committees on July 29, 1953. 
I ask unanimous consent that it be in
cluded in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the docu
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

QUALIFICATION STANDARDS FOR POSITION OF 
PMA CoUNTY OFFICE MANAGER 

(Grades Nos. OM-1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) 
Applicants for the position of county of

flee manager must meet the following quali
fication standards: 

I. Citizen of the United States. 
n. Age: 19 to 65. 
Ill. Physical requirements: Applicant 

must be physically able to efficiently perform 
the duties of the position which may involve 
difficult office and strenuous field work as 
well as considerable travel within the county. 

IV. General background requirements: 
Applicant must have qualifying experience 
consisting of the following: 

A. Farm experience: At least 2 years actual 
farm experience or the equivalent in agri
cultural training or experience in agricul
tural organizations. (Preference should be 
given to persons with a working knowledge 
of crops and livestock produced in the 
county of employment.) 

B. Educational requirements: Applicant 
must have completed at least 2 years of high 
school or the equivalent in other recognized 
schools. If the duties of this position will 
require the ability to type and operate or ex
plain the operation of other office machines, 
the applicant must demonstrate his ability 
to operate such machines satisfactorily. 

C. Experience requirements: Applicant 
must have a total of at least 18 months of 
responsible experience in a PMA county office 
with the following exceptions: 

1. Field work for other public or private 
agricultural agencies or other office work of 
a responsible nature may be substituted at 
a ratio of 3 months of such experience for 
2 months of responsible county office ex
perience. 

2. Education at a recognized college or 
university may be substituted at a ratio of 
two satisfactorily completed school months 
for 1 month of county office experience. 

D. Personality requirements: Applicant 
must be of good character and have a tem
perament and personality suitable for a rep
resentative of the county committee in deal
ing with farmers, businessmen, and others. 

V. Review of previous county office em
ployment: Where a present or past county 
omce employee or committeeman applies for 
this position, audit reports, investigation re
ports, and personnel information available 
1n the county of employment should be re-

viewed to determine whether the applicant 
should be disqualified. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, in 
general, these men were required to be 
citizens between 19 and 65 years of age, 
with 2 years of farm experience, at least 
2 years of high school, with 18 months 
experience in a PMA county office or, 
as a substitute, 1% times as much ex
perience in some other agricultural 
agency or twice as much time in a col
lege or university. 

On April 4, 1954, the Department of 
Agriculture issued instructions for em
ploying county office managers on a 
revised form called Instruction 107-2. 
It requires a review of all applicants, 
selection of the best qualified applicant, 
entry into the minutes of the county 
committee meeting of the reason for 
selection, and submission of the final 
choice to the State committee, before 
actual employment, so the committee or 
its representative may-and I now 
quote-"determine and advise the 
county committee whether qualification 
standards have been met." 

There is no provision for the State 
committee to make a determination 
among the various applicants for the 
post of county office manager. Their 
determination is limited only and solely 
to whether or not the manager selected 
by the county committee meets the 
qualifications set out in the USDA regu
lation. 

The assumption of the regulation was 
that the local committee would know 
which, among the qualified candidates, 
should have the job, which applicant 
could work best with the elected com
mittee members-which seems perfectly 
logical and certainly reasonable-which 
would work best with the farmers of the 
county. The right was reserved to the 
State committee only to audit the quali
fications of the man selected by the 
local group. 

A new Missouri State committee was, 
of course, appointed by the present 
Secretary of Agriculture Mr. Benson. 
Although it had long been customary to 
appoint State committeemen from the 
rolls of experienced county committee
men, none of Mr. Benson's selections in 
Missouri had had previous committee 
experience. The new State chairman 
started farming during World War II, 
having previously been with the firm of 
Libby, McNeill & Libby. 

Many Missouri farmers who have 
worked years to build the democratic, 
farmer-elected committee system were 
disappointed both in these appointments 
and in the subsequent choice of field
men, not all of whom seemed to have 
appropriate backgrounds. Only one in 
the entire State had ever been in PMA 
work. 

The fieldmen included a State legis
lator previously with an oil and gas com
pany, the former owner-operator of an 
auto supply store who had been secre
tary of the State fair for several years, a 
2-year farmer formerly employed in 
construction work, 5 men with some farm 
background, and 1 former PMA field
man, a Republican. With the excep
tion of the latter, none had had any ex
perience whatsoever in the farm pro
gram work they were to take over. 

One of the first actions of the new 
State committee was to attempt . to re
move the State office's budget and per
sonnel specialist, Mr. John Ader. This 
action happily was reversed here in 
Washington as a violation of civil service 
rules and regulations. 

Charges had been made against Mr. 
Ader, and an investigation had been de
manded. Secretary Benson's personal 
investigator found that these charges 
had been falsely made and Mr. Ader 
was cleared in a letter signed by Assist
ant Secretary Ross Rizley. 

In all justice and sincerity, I want to 
compliment the Department of Agricul
ture on refusing to sustain these false 
charges against a man who had given 
20 years of efficient and irreproachable 
service to the farm programs. I wish I 
could also compliment them for stand
ing behind him and insisting that, in 
view of his experience and unblemished 
record, he be continued as a pillar in the 
service in Missouri. But instead, Wash
ington then undertook to get Mr. Ader 
out of the way in Missouri. They tried 
to "kick him upstairs" by offering him a 
transfer into washington where he would 
not embara~s the political administra
tors who bad tried to get him out of the 
State and put him where he would not be 
able to observe happenings in the Mis
souri office. Happily for the State Mr. 
Ader declined this transfer and resigned 
in disgust for it was then apparent that 
the USDA in Washington was cooperat
ing in the spoils move in Missouri. 

I am told that in some States the 
incoming State committeemen, desiring 
to continue a high standard of admin
istration, saw the value of these expe
rienced men. But this was not the case 
in Missouri. The facts make it obvious 
that a spoils jobs was to be done on the 
personnel of the farm agency in Mis
souri-and it would not have been pleas
ant to have an experienced civil servant 
supervising budgets and personnel. 

In the months which have followed 
establishment of the new State admin
istration, the press of Missouri has been 
full of news and comments about the 
dismissal of county committeemen, 
whom the farmers elected, as the state 
committee goes about making patronage 
of the county committee machinery, and 
forcing the appointment of office man
agers selected by the State committee 
and firing any elected committeemen 
who do not accede to the State com
mittee choice. 

I have an editorial from the Spring
field (Mo.) News-Leader of April 25, 
1954; entitled "Look Who Talks of Non
cooperation." This editorial deals with 
difficulties that have arisen in Callaway, 
Texas, and Greene Counties, and is 
·sharply critical of the State committee's 
Republican spoils system. As it is perti
nent to this subject, I ask unanimous 
-consent that this editorial be inserted in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LOOK WHO TALKS OF NONCOOPERATION 

Among the farmers of Missouri, State ASC 
Chairman Murray Colbert can stir up more 
'furor than Evangelist Billy Graha.J:Ja. could 
cause in a convention of atheists. 



1954 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 11397 
This week 2()0 angry Callaway County 

farmers held .a mass meeting at Fulton anci 
raised $664 to launch a Federal court fight 
to stay the firing of the county's agricultural 
stab111zation and conservation committee. 

When farmers raise that much money in 
a year when drought and the price squeeze 
have teamed up to send thousands of them 
to the wall, it's .a certainty that they are 
1ighting mad. 

Maybe the committee needed firing? 
-Maybe. 

And in T.exas County the old committee 
was fired in January by Colbert, who, balked 
by its successor, ousted the second com
mittee last week. Perhaps the Texas County 
-ABC committee deserved that fate? Per
haps. 

And could be W. H. Pipkin, chairman of 
-the Greene County.committee, needed kick
ing out? Could be. 

And it's possible that many others over 
the State, fired by the doughty ASC chief, 
got just what they deserved? It's possible. 

Without proof to the contrary, there's no 
gainsaying that Mr. Colbert may have acted 
in the best interests of the ASC program 
in his wide wielding of the ax of dismissal. 
But ask yourself, Isn't it odd that he should 
find so many "noncooperators .. in the pro
gram at one time, especially since it has 
rolled along for years without all this 
trouble? 

Which suggests '8. nasty thought: Could 
these firings be politically prompted? 

Of course not. Didn't Agriculture Secre
tary Benson say there would be nothing 
political in the administration of his reor
ganized ASC? 

Why does Colbert fire these men? "For 
noncooperation," he says. Just that, and 
nothing more. 

Yet in Texas County Chairman Stanley 
Haliburton was fired last January for in
sisting, he explained, that newsmen be per,.. 
mitted to attend an ASC meeting. The 
word of those newsmen tends to bear out 
Haliburton. 

Actually, however, there was more to it 
than that. The State committee had a 
choice for omce manager and the county 
committee wouldn't go along. So the old 
committee was iired and a new one finally 
named. But the new one-Republicans and 
Democrats-refused to be coerced, too, and 
foolishly thought it <lOUld name its own 
choice. Bingo. The results were just like 
that. Out the new committee went this 
past week for as the Houston Herald de
clares, "If State Chairman Murray Colbert 
and his committee can't get the job done 
one way, they will try it another way!' 
Even so. Colbert's refusal to admit reporters 
is ample condemnation in itself. 

len't the ASC a public omce, entirely main
tained by public funds? Then by what right 
did Mr. Colbert try 1lo bar newsmen whose 
duty it is to tell the public what goes on 
at such meetings? 

The right of precedent, perhaps for a re
porter was barred from the Greene County 
ASC meeting last spring presumably on State 
committee orders. But precedent or no pre
cedent, no public agency has the right to 
-exclude newsmen from any of its business 
ressions. 

Greene County farmers have no love for 
Mr. Colbert, either. An order for several 
thousand bushels ·of drought emergency feed 
oats lay in his omce 3 weeks, last December, 
unprocessed until the deadline for receiving 
orders had passed. That cost local farmers 
badly needed feed, it also cost them a few 
thousand dollars in Uncle Sam's bargain buy 
feed program. 

Not very cooperative of a man who has 
fired so many others for noncooperation, 1a 
it? 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, the 
Callaw-ay County episode referred to in 
the Springfield editorial is another in

C-71! 

stance of the Stat-e ASC chairman's per
emptory dismissal of farmer-elected 
committeemen to permit his own dicta
tion of county affairs. This matter was 
taken to the Federal court. 

The court has ruled that the commit
tee should appeal its case to the Secre
tary of Agriculture before taking court 
action. At this point the final outcome 
is uncertain. But I can tell you that the 
·dictatorial, closed-door methods of the 
State ASC in regard to this whole mat
ter aroused such a volume of protests 
that they have already reached the De
partment of Agriculture here in Wash
ington. Mr. Benson's department let it 
be known that they had asked that a 
State committee hearing for the ousted 
county committee be held in secret~ 
first, because an open hearing might be 
subjected to demonstrations; and, sec
ond, because the issues were, as they 
were pleased to put it, administrative in 
nature. 

Mr. President, we have traveled a long 
way down the road from the philosophy 
of democratic, farmer-elected committee 
.administration of our farm programs in 
Missouri. It seems very strange that 
this should have occurred under an ad
ministration which warns constantly 
against the danger of regimenting the 
American farmers. 

The Columbia <Mo.) Daily Tribune 
has pinpoint-ed this inclination toward 
undemocratic, dictatorial processes of 
the present administration in an edi
torial, dated May 14, ·1954. In response 
to their inquiry, the Columbia Daily 
Tribune reports that the Department 
of Agriculture admitted ordering the 
closed-door hearing for the two reasons 
heretofore stated. The paper then ex
presses the opinion that Mr. Colbert and 
his aides ·~re afraid to let the people 
know the details of this latest bungle in 
personnel." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to include in the REcORD at this 
.Point in my remarks three editorials 
about the Callaway County situation 
from the Columbia Daily Tribune, as 
follows: A Shocking Piece of Arrogant 
Bureaucracy, which appeared on May 
8, 1954; So They Were Afraid, which ap:
peared on May 14, 1954; Opening of Pub
lic Records, which appeared on May 29, 
1954. 

There being no objection, the editori
als were ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD, as follows: 
[From the Columbia Daily Tribune of May 

8, 1954] 

A SHOCKING PIECE OF ARROGANT BUREAUCRACY 

One of the most shocking and high
minded examples of bureaucracy to reach 
these parts in many a year developed in Co
lumbia this week when the Missouri agri
cultural and stabilization committee staged 
a star-chamber hearing for three members 
of the Callaway County committee whom it 
had tossed out of omce mainly, it appears, 
because these men chose to carry out the 
mandates of the Callaway County citizens 
who elected them instead of kowtowing to 
the Washington-appointed bureaucrats who 
YUn the State omce. 

What were the charges against these men? 
We can't say with authority because they 
have not been made public and because at 
thls week's hearing newspaper men and all 
other citizens were locked out of the tax-

supported he~ing room. But we are told, 
reliably, that one of the charges against the 
Callawegians is that they allowed a news
paper photographer to take their pictures. 
Another is that they had the effrontery to 
call a mass meeting of the citizens who 
elected them so that they could tell those 
freeholders what the ruckus was all about. 

We are not particularly interested in the 
politics of this situation, though we do feel 
that if Democrats are in the overwhelming 
majority in Callaway County-and they 
are-that they should be permitted to elect 
Democrats to represent them. That seems 
to be fundamental. 

But this thing goes far deeper than that. 
The chairman of the State agricultural and 
stabilization committee has appropriated to 
~mself many of the powers and practices 
of the late King John of England, who 
trampled the people of his island kingdom 
until they put a quill in his hand and told 
him to sign the Magna Carta. He has denied 
th.e freedom of the press:-ln this instance 
and others. He has denied the duly-elected 
members of the Callaway committee a 
chance to properly hear charges against 
them, and to answer them within the hear
ing of their peers. He has, as a bureaucratic 
administrator, booted out of omce, without 
a hearing, men who were placed there by the 
sovereign power of popular vote. He bas 
made it necessary for them to spend money 
to defend the rights which the voters be
stowed upon them against high-powered 
government attorneys who are being paid 
from tax money contributed by the same 
citizens who elected their county committee
men. 

All of this in 1954. All of this in the United 
States, a government of free people. All of 
this in Missouri. AU of this in Calla way and 
Boone Counties-in Fulton and Columbia. 

We may well ask our representatives in the 
two Houses of the Congress-yes, and Mr. 
Eisenhower in the White House, how long are 
they going to permit this flouting of the 
Federal Constitution by a minor bureaucrat~ 
right down here at the grassroots, where 
democracy is supposed to begin. Do we have 
the right to vote any more? Do we have the 
right to know what the charges against us 
are? Do we have a right to a hearing in open 
court? Do the people have a right to know 
what is going on behind closed bureaucratic 
doors? Does a man lose his job because he 
gets his picture in the paper? Does he lose 
his job because he wants to report to his 
fellow citizens who elected him to omce? 

The people of Little Dixie have a right to 
know the answers to those questions. 

[From the Columbia Daily Tribune of 
May 14, 1954] 

So THEY WERE AFRAID 

The Missouri Agricultural Stabilization 
and Conservation Committee's amazing 
flouting of the const.itutional rights of the 
_people of Callaway County in its proceed
ings before and since the ousting of the 
Kingdom's duly elected county ASC commit
tee becomes more and more amazing as De
partment of Agriculture omcials in Wash
ington try to explain away the denial of 
free speech, the denial of freedom of the 
press and the denial of freedom of assembly 
in connection with the affair. 

When the Tribune sought, through the As
sociated Press, an explanation of the high
handed doings of the Missouri committee, 
it got these explanations from the Wash
ington omce: 

The Department of Agriculture asked that 
the hearing which the State committee 
held--or started to hold-for the Callaway 
County committee, be closed to the public 
and the press because, (1) the issues were 
administrative in nature, and (2) because 
an open hearing might be subjected to 
demonstra tlons. 
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Now· we have some more questions for 
the Department of Agriculture: 

Since when has the Department become 
endowed with power to flout the Consti
tution by the label administrative in na
ture? 

And, since when has the Department be
come endowed with power to decide when 
or where a demonstration may or may not 
be held in Boone County, if they mean that 
a. few of our Callaway County neighbors 
might journey over to Columbia to speak a 
word for the men whom they elected to 
office and who have been summarily kicked 
out of office, apparently for such derelictions 
a.s permitting a newspaper photographer to 
take their pictures? 

We have police, sheriff's officers, and the 
highway patrol which we are sure coUld 
afford Chairman Murray C. Colbert and his 
colleagues--even his washington attorneys-
proper protection from any invading Calla
wegians. 

we don't really believe Mr. Colbert, his 
aides, or his bosses are afraid of a Callaway 
delegation. We'd guess that they are afraid 
to let the people know the details of this 
latest bungle in personnel. 

But we rea.d on in this Washington dis
patch. We learn that the testimony in this 
star chamber hearing is being recorded. 
Thus, we have a new and modern touch to 
the methods of old King John. But, we are 
assured that the public will be fully informed 
of the State committee's decision. Should 
we sing huzzas about that, just like the peo
ple of Germany used to shout themselves 
into hysterics when the late Adolph Hitler 
and the later . Mr. Mussolini came out on 
their respective balconies to fully inform 
the people of their decisions? · 

We don't know what the· three Callaway 
committeemen did, good or evil, to bring 
about their downfall in the eyes of Mr. 
Colbert. We do know, however, that neith.er 
Mr. Colbert and his superiors in Washington 
have any right to set themselves above the 
Constitution of the United States. They 
have done a stupid thing and they are mak
ing themselves and the Department of Agri
culture look more stupid by the day. The 
methods of dictators are no more welcome 
1n Little Dixie when they come from Mont
gomery City or Washington than they are 
when they come from Red Moscow or than 
they were when they came from Nazi Berlin 
or Fascist Rome. We want none of it. 

(From the Columbia Daily Tribune of 
May 29, 1954] 

OPENING OF PuBLIC RECORDS 
We note with some satisfaction Secretary 

of Agriculture Benson's order to the Agri
culture Conservation and Stabilization Com
mittee to open its books to the public, so 
that the taxpayers may know who is getting 
the money they put up and why. It is to be 
hoped that Secretary Benson's order may do 
something to correct the high-handed, star
chamber session methods which Murray Col
bert, Missouri ASC chairman, has used in 
conducting the Agriculture Department's-
and the people's--bus\Iless in Missouri. It 
might not be too much to expect that, despite 
the apparent support which Mr. Colbert got 
from Washington when he refused to permit 
newspapermen and the public to attend a 
hearing for Callaway County's ASC commit
tee, we may eventually find out what this 
case is all about and the State chairman may 
eventually cease going around the State fir
ing elected officials in a more-or-less off-the
cuff, or at least, off-the-record, fashion. 

The curtain-lifting order for the ASC fol
lowed by only a short tilne a silnilar admin
istration order designed to end the secrecy 
surrounding the handling of public money 
by the Federal Housing Administration. 
There is firm foundation for conviction that, 
had the Housing Administration's business 

been conducted in the open-as public busi
ness ought to be conducted-instead of 
behind the walls of bureaucratic secrecy, it 
would not have become necessary for the 
Congress to investigate the multimillion 
dollar scandals which have rocked that Gov
ernment agency. 

It may be that the order to open the books 
of the ASC will have come in time to prevent 
similar scandals in that organization. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I also have a news
paper account from the st. Louis Post
Dispatch of May 21, 1954, telling how the 
5-month row in Texas County was final
ly resolved. I ask unanimous consent 
that this article be inserted in the REc
ORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TEXAS COUNTY ASC REINSTATES THREE-TwO 

COMMITTEEMEN AND ALTERNATE REJOIN 
GROUP UNDER NEW OFFICE MANAGER 
HousToN, Mo., May 21.-Two members and 

an alternate of the Texas County Agricul
tural Stabilization and Conservation Com
mittee have been reinstated and an office 
manager has been installed to bring a tem
porary peace to the 5-month row with the 
State committee. 

The new manager is Robert C. Evans of 
Plato, 1 of 2 men the county committee de
clined to nominate when it was suspended 
April 20 by Kermit Bailey, State committee 
member acting for Chairman Murray C. Col
bert. 

Named by Bailey were Chairman Roy Gen
try, who already had resigned 3 days before; 
Francis Forbes, Emmett Cox, members of 
the committee from Mountain Grove; J. E. 
Sturgeon, Licking, and Earl Grogan, Ozark 
Community, alternates. 

While they were under suspension, W. E. 
Foster, field man, and Milton Gehr, Chaffee, 
office manager ~t large, were reported to 
have proposed Evans to the State committee 
and the action was accepted. The two com
mitteemen and Sturgeon later were rein
stated. 

Gentry, a Democrat, did not attempt to 
return because he since has announced his 
candidacy for county committeeman. 
Wayne Killion, clerk under the setup exist
ing when the program was part of the Pro
duction and Marketing Administration, 
stepped out when Gentry took over. 

The dispute in the county began with the 
firing of Stanton G. Halliburton, chairman, 
by Colbert. Farmers disgruntled with the 
way the ASC program has been handled have 
indicated their anticipation of expressing 
their sentiment at election of township dele
gates in July. The delegates name the com
mitteemen and alternates which Colbert 
says the State committee has the power to 
remove for cause. 

The new office manager and his father, 
M. H. Evans, are dairy farmers in partner
ship on about 550 acres. Their output is 
handled by Sanitary Milk Producers. Salary 
of the younger Evans in the ASC position is 
$2,720 a year. He is a Republican. 

· Mr. HENNINGS. The first chairman 
of this committee, Stanley Halliburton, 
was fired last January. The reconsti
tuted commi'ttee still declined to name 
an omce manager chosen by Murray Col
bert, State ASC chairman. So the 
farmer-elected committeemen were sus
pended. A State :fieldman then installed 
one of the State ASC chairmen's choices 
as county omce manager, and two of the 
former committeemen were persuaded to 
accept reinstatement. The third, a 
Democrat, still resisted the State oftlce 
dictation and refused reinstatement. He 

will be a candidate for reelection as 
county committeeman this month, 
although some may wonder why when 
lo.cal elections are so disrespected by the 
"agricrats" in Washington and Jefferson 
City. 

Mr. President, the list of counties in 
which loyal employees have been forced 
out or resigned in disgust, where farmer
elected committeemen have been dis
placed in one way or another, or where 
there are apparent political considera
tions for not appointing an office mana
ger, now reaches more than a score. 

Representative PAUL C. JoNES called 
attention to the situation on February 8, 
1954, when he inserted in the daily CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD, on page A973, an arti
cle from the Sikeston, Mo., Standard. 
This article dealt with the background of 
the new State fieldmen, the Davis letter 
to Republican county chairmen, urging 
them to grab the local committee jobs, 
and with happenings in Adair, Ralls, and 
St. Charles counties. 

Any investigation of the situation 
should go into the happenings in At
chison, Benton, Bollinger, Chariton, 
Dent, Franklin, Iron, Jackson, Linn, 
Maries, Nodaway and Scotland counties 
in addition to those mentioned in the 
newspaper articles which I have cited. 

My attention has just been directed to 
a pertinent item on the ASC farmer com
mittees in Wayne Darrow's Washington 
Farmletter of June 12, 1954, which was 
circulated throughout . the country. I 
ask unanimous consent that this item be 
inserted at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the item was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

ASC FARMER COMMITTEES 
Agricultural Stabilization Service is pre

paring a new set of rules to limit elected 
farmer committees to 3 years of service, and 
to disqualify them from doing field work
limit them to acting as a board of directors. 

If new rules go into effect, a farmer would 
be ineligible for reelection to county ASC 
committee after serving 3 years, with this 
exception: In counties where all 3 of the 
present committee have served 3 years or 
more, 1 could be retained for another year. 

This exception was put into the proposed 
rules after Minnesota chairman told top 
brass here that to throw out all three com
mitteemen now would assure the reelection 
of Senator HUMPHREY, Democrat, of Minne
sota. 

The changes are in line with views of Dr. 
Reed L. Frischknecht, son of the Utah Exten
sion Service director. Young Frischknecht 
is now a USDA consultant who wrote his 
doctor's thesis on the farmer-committee sys
tem and its shortcomings. 

USDA top command distrusts ASC farmer 
committees, regards them as a Democratic 
political outfit, and a potentially dangerous 
pressure group. 

Proposed move would complete process of 
making committees advisory only, and pre
sumably develop committees more in sym
pathy with the GOP. It recalls the remark 
of the late Alex Legge, head of the old Farm 
Board, about advisory committees. He lik
ened them to a gelding, which he defined as 
a horse that follows the herd in an advisory 
capacity. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very happy to 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Is that the Wayne· 

Darrow Newsletter which refers to the 
Production and Marketing Administra
tion committees, ·with some special ref
erence to the State of Minnesota? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I have the letter be
fore me, and I shall be glad to read that 
portion to my distinguished friend from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
hear it again. It contains some infor
mation that is quite important to me. 

Mr. HENNINGS. That particular 
portion reads as follows: 

If new rules go into effect, a farmer would 
be ineligible for reelection to county ASC 
committee after serving 3 years, with this 
exception: In counties where all 3 of the 
present committee have served 3 years or 
more, 1 could be returned for another year. 
This exception was put into the proposed 
rules after Minnesota chairman told top 
brass here that to throw out all 3 commit
teemen now would assure the reelection of 
Senator HuMPHREY, Democrat, of Minnesota. 

The changes are in line with the views of 
Dr. Reed L. Frischknecht, son of the Utah 
Extension Service director. Young Frisch
knecht is now a USDA consultant who wrote 
his doctor's thesis on the farmer-committee 
system and its shortcomings. 

Is that the reference which my friend 
from Minnesota had in mind? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. I thank the 
Senator for reading that portion. He 
was merely going to have the document 
inserted as a part of the RECORD. It had 
been brought to my attention some time 
ago that some special consideration was 
being given to the junior Senator froni 
Minnesota. Of course, I always like to 
hear such references, particularly when 
they are so flattering as the one which 
the Senator has just read. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I believe the junior 
Senator from Minnesota could find con
siderable comfort as well as considerable 
commendation in this connection. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? · 

Mr. HENNINGS. Gladly. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Would the Senator 

from Missouri say, in view of what he 
has just read, that possibly the junior 
Senator from Minnesota may have made 
some contribution to the stability of the 
ASC program just by way of nuisance 
value? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I would say without 
peradventure of a doubt that the Senator 
from Minnesota has made a substantial 
contribution. I wish that his contribu
tion could have permeated or reached 
as far as my State of Missouri. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not believe 
that a senatorial election will be held in 
Missouri this year. 

Mr. HENNINGS. No, not this year. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask the Senator 

to be patient. It. will reach Missouri. 
Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the Senator 

from Minnesota for his contribution. I 
hope we will not have to be so patient 
as to wait a period of 2 years before it 
reaches the hinterlands of my great State 
of Missouri. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President. will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I regret that other 

business made it impossible for me to be 
on tpe :floor when my colleague presented 

the first part of · his· splendid talk with Mr. · · HENNINGS. I do · not · know 
respect to some programs in our great whetner he dealt in tractors. 
State of Missouri. I i:).aye some questions Mr. SYMINGTON. I would ask my 
which I should like to .ask of my distin- distinguished colleague, is it not true 
guished colleague, and I shall ask th~m there has been little money in Missouri 
later. However, in catching up with recently with which to buy tractors? 
some of the things that my colleague has Mr. HENNINGS. There has been 
said, do I understand correctly that the very little, due to the falling farm prices. 
new State chairman has been a farmer, I note that farm parity dropped 4 points 
starting in World War II, and previously last month. The devastating drought 
was with Libby, McNeill & Libby? which we experienced last year was fol-

Mr. HENNINGS. That is my under-. lowed by the drought which we are sur
standing. I may say to my friend and fering this year. It has reached pro
colleague that up to that time he had portions of menacing destruction. 
been with them. Mr. SYMINGTON. I should like to 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is a manu- ask the Senator another question. Does 
facturing company, is it not.? · he not feel that because of the continu-

Mr. HENNINGS. Yes; and it is a very ing critical problems of the farmers in· 
fine company. It is a very worthy and the State of Missouri, it would be ad
distinguished American company. visable, if possible, to put in charge or' 

Mr. SYMINGTON. But it is not a the program people who have had some 
company in which a salesman would get experience on farms? 
experience and knowledge of the farm Mr. HENNINGS. I may say to my 
problems of our beloved State. Is that good friend and colleague that I hap
correct? . . _ pen to be a believer in specialization. 

Mr. HENNINGS. It is entirely possi- Perhaps because I am a professional 
ble that by extension and by reading in man I have the notion that a man who 
the subject while working with Libby, is trained and · experienced is probably 
McNeill, & Libby, that he may have a little better qualified to handle a par
gained some knowledge; but, if so, I have ticular problem than a man who has had 
heard nothing about it. He had had no no training or experience in a given field .. 
practical experience, insofar as we have I believe that is particularly true when 
been able to -determine, or so far as the we bear in mind that the state of our 
farmers of Missouri have been able to agricultural program in Missouri, as well 
ascertain, prior to going to the farm as in other States throughout the Nation, 
during World war II. is parlous, and even now, due to the 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not wish to ravages of nature, is perilous. 
take the time of my distinguished senior Certainly this is no time-and I doubt 
colleague unduly, but I should like to that such time ever exists or ever has 
ask another question. existed-when an automobile supply 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to dealer or men who have had no ex..: 
have my colleague take all the time he perience whatsoever with agriculture 
requires so that the facts may be brought should be put in charge of agricultural 
to light. He is making some very fine programs simply because they happen 
contributions to the discussion. to belong to a political party. That is 

Mr. SYMINGTON. As I understand, true .of any political party, whether it 
the fieldmen appointed include a man be the Democratic or the Republican 
who formerly operated an oil and gas Party. Agriculture is entirely too im-
company. portant and too essential to the mainte-

Mr. HENNINGS. That is true. nance of our prosperity and our stability 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not wish to in the world today to be played fast and 

be repetitious, but I am impressed by the loose with. People who are not quali
lack of experience of some of these ap- fied, either under the regulations or 

under the law or under commonsense pointees with respect to the farm pro-
gram, in connection with which the dis- should not be given the jurisdiction and 
tinguished Senator and I have been the power and the authority over mat
working to bring help to our farmers in ters with which they could not possibly 
the drought situation. As I understand, have any understanding because they 

lack experience in this field. 
one is an auto supply storeman, whom Mr. SYMINGTON. As ~Y distin• 
the administration appointed in carrying guished colleague will recall, both of 
out its pledge to put farmers in charge us spent a great deal of time working 
of the farm program. to get an adequate assistance program 

Mr. HENNINGS. I understand that in the terrible drought period last year. 
he has had considerable experience in Mr. HENNINGS. we spent several 
the automobile supply business. months working on that problem dur-

Mr. SYMINGTON. I should like to ing the drought that devastated our 
ask the distinguished senior Senator state from one end to the other. 
from Missouri, even if the gentleman has Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
had 50 years of experience in the auto the senator yield for a question? 
supply business, whether that qualifies Mr. HENNINGS. Very gladly. 
him to take over the grave farm prob- Mr. SYMINGTON. · One of the chief 
lems which now confront our State. problems that we had was not only with 

Mr. HENNINGS. Doubtless he has respect to the drought, but with respect 
met some farmers from time to time in to the administration of the Federal 
the course of his business. To what ex- drought assistance. Would that be a 
tent he has profited by his communica- fair statement? 
tions with the farmers, I am unable to Mr. HENNINGS. It certainly was. 
ascertain. I would say that the administration of 

Mr. SYMINGTON~ Perhaps he has the drought-assistance program was not 
sold some new tractors to farmers. 1 t>nly a problem; but it was a monumental 
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tragedy, and that what came was too 
little and that it came far too late. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. HENNINGS. Very gladly. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Considering, first, 

that the State of Missouri put up more 
money to help its farmers than any other 
State in the Union, and considering that 
the distinguished Senator and I fre
quently voiced objections to the admin
istration of the Federal aspect of the 
program, would not the Senator agree 
that this is not the time to put inexperi
enced people in charge of the farm pro
gram of Missouri, especially as we are 
now facing grave new dangers as a re
sult of this terrible drought that has 
again hit our State? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I would say to my 
distinguished colleague most emphati
cally this is not the time. I would say 
even more emphatically that there 
never is an appro·priate time for such 
action. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. HENNINGS. And there should 
never be a time to play fast and loose 
and to play partisan politics with the 
farm program of our State or of any 
other State.' 

New regulations were announced by 
Secretary of Agriculture Benson· on June 
15, 1954, governing agricultural stabili
zation community and county commit
tees. Secretary Benson said that the 
revised regulations are designed to 
strengthen farmer control of local pro
gram administration. Actually, they do 
exactly the opposite. 

Secretary Benson's new regulations 
forbid the committeemen to participate 
in administrative operations and pre
vent the farmers from having sufficient 
experienced committeemen on the job 
by limiting the terms of committeemen 
to 3 years. These regulations took the 
control of committee elections away 
from the farmers and vested it in a 
county election board composed of a 
State college employee--the county 
agent-as chairman, the heads of the 
Soil Conservation district office, and the 
Farmers• Home Administration office, as 
members. 

None of the three men ' specifically 
placed on the election board by the Sec
retary will necessarily be a farmer. All 
will be what President Eisenhower 
called "agricrats,'' or professional agri
culturists. It will be only natural that 
they will ·select the local election offi
cials from among their clientele--those 
farmers who have been sold are not criti
cal of the professionals. In other words, 
the election machinery has been stacked 
by Secretary Benson. 

The purpose of such a regulation is 
obviously to prevent the grassroots farm
ers of this Nation from making a free 
choice of their committeemen, from re
electing experienced committeemen, and 
from getting experienced representatives 
in the county committees with enough 
background to argue with the agricrats. 

The provision that no farmer may 
serve more than three annual terms on 
a committee guarantees the professionals 
that few committeemen will ever acquire 

enough experience in the ASC program 
to seriously challenge the domination of 
the professional county office managers, 
who are not limited in their tenure. 

The biggest step in the process of tak
ing the ASC program-formerly PMA
away from the farmers had, of course, 
been taken early in the new administra
tion pledged to "farmer-run" programs. 
That was when Secretary Benson ordered 
employment of office managers to handle 
all administration. 

This is only another step in the 
destruction of democratic processes in 
farm program administration, and an
other step toward top-down dictatorship. 

We are now witnessing steps in the 
destruction of democracy within our 
agricultural agencies-steps which are 
intended to take away from the real, 
working farmers of the Nation their 
right to participate directly in the con
duct of the Federal farm programs. 

Top-down dictation is being substi
tuted for free elections and grassroots 
franchise. 

Mr. President, I have brought this 
matter to the floor of the Senate because 
the facts make it clear that the situation 
is not going to be corrected, but abetted, 
by Mr. Benson's Department of Agri
culture, despite President Eisenhower's 
pledges, and because there is evidence 
that the Missouri stabilization commit
tee mess may prove a rotten apple that 
spoils the whole barrel. 

The spectacle in Missouri is one of real 
regimentation-political regimentation. 
Farmer elections of committeemen mean 
little or nothing. They are set aside if 
they interfere with the spoils. And 
Washington officials of the Department 
of Agriculture, instead of demanding 
respect for the democratic procedures 
of committee selection, are sustaining 
th~ actions of the dictatorial State com
mittee and sending attorneys out from 
Washington, at taxpayers' expense, to 
defend the spoilsmen. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am very much 
pleased to hear the Senator make this 
speech in reference to our great county 
and township committee system which 
underpins, so to speak, the entire agri
cultural program. It has been one of 
the finest examples of practical democ
racy we have ever had. 

Mr. HENNINGS. It is real democracy 
at work. It was so intended when the 
original philosophy was conceived. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Sometimes I think 
we have hesitated or failed to pay proper 
tribute to the hundreds of thousands of 
men and women throughout the Nation 
who have served so faithfully on these 
committees, most of them with little or 
no reward in terms of pay. This com
mittee system, as I understand, has been 
the governing body, so to speak, of the 
entire farm program. As I gather, the 
Senator is now speaking up in defense of 
this great freely elected, freely chosen 
group of farmers who have been the ad
ministrative force in the program. 

Mr. HENNINGS.· May I say to my 
distinguished friend from M;innesota that 

it should not be necessary to speak in 
defense of real democracy in operation. 
I am undertaking not only to speak, as 
the Senator has suggested, in defense of 
the free election in selecting ASC county 
committeemen but also in denunciation 
of this bold, shameless attempt to de
stroy it and to pervert it into an adjunct 
of the political spoils system. 

Mr. President, I believe the operation 
in Missouri is being watched by the 
spoilsmen in the other States of the 
Union. I think the Department of Agri
culture's backing of Mr. Colbert's activi
ties in Missouri' has been widely noticed, 
if not pointed out to officials in other 
States, and I think we may expect to find 
widespread emulation of this destruction 
of the democratic system of farmers 
r'l.Ulning their own affairs in their own 
way, in their own States, and in their 
own counties and communities. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield further? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I shall be very glad 
to yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is do
ing a very worthy service, first, properly 
to evaluate and appraise this great sys
tem, and, second, to challenge any force 
that would disrupt this great organiza
tion of men and women who have dedi
cated part of their time, talent, and ener
gies to making the farm program work. 
If we strike a body blow at the freely 
and democratically elected committee 
system of what was once known as the 
PMA, we strike a body blow at the 
agricultural program itself. The price
support program, the acreage-allotment 
program, which may be necessary on 
occasion, the storage program-all of it 
depends upon the willingness, the devo
tion and the patriotism of these com
mitteemen and their application to their 
jobs. 

Mr. HENNINGS. . My distinguished 
friend from Minnesota is correct. The 
entire program in the past has been 
predicated upon the will, the ability, and 
the spirit of the people themselves to try 
to control their own affairs in agricul
ture. There is no question but that if 
this alarming trend continues in my 
State and if it spreads to the other States 
of the Union, we are going to find a most 
seriously impaired agricultural economy 
in the United States. Bear in mind 
that agriculture is, at best, a parlous 
and hazardous, and even an unreward
ing, pursuit, and that American agricul
ture needs all the help it can get and 
should not have impediments placed in 
its way. We must not permit a political 
organization in a given State or county 
to be built at the expense of the agricul
tural economy of the region. That is ex
actly what is going to happen if we are 
not vigilant. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I am sure the Sen

ator has pointed out, as I gather from 
his remarks, that much of the responsi
bility which these committees have exer
cised for years with great care and dili
gence has now been removed. 

Mr. HENNINGS. To a large extent. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. · We are beginning 

to see a pattern of permitting the sys-· 
tern to die on the vine through -a -process 
of attrition, by the withdrawal of re
sponsibilities, making· their jobs not the 
responsible jobs they once were, but po
sitions which no longer permit managing 
the great agricultural program right at 
home base. I Tecall that last fall some 
new rules and regulations were sent out 
from the Department of Agriculture. 
There was difficulty in many of our 
county committees in Minnesota in ad
ministering loans. There was a backlog 
of loans. The appropriations for their 
office staff were cut, and they were work
ing day and night to take care of the 
applications for crop loans. This is a
political device to weaken the process of 
the committee system. 

Mr. HENNINGS. No one in the Sen
ate understands the agricultural prob
lem in broad terms and in specific detail 
better than does my learned and distin
guished friend from Minnesota. I assure 
him, according to my understanding, 
that he has expressed exactly the peril 
and the danger, the nature and extent, 
of what is being done. Sometimes peo
ple who think they are playing smart 
politics find that what may seem to be 
expediently good politics is not, in the 
long run, because it is dishonest and it 
perverts the intent and the philosophy 
of this great agricultural program, as fri 
this instance. 

I predict that if what has happene~ 
in Missouri is permitted to happen in 
other States, we are going to hear from 
farmers, Republicans and De_mocrats 
alike, because the Republican farmers do 
not want these programs administered, 
as was suggested by my colleague from 
Missouri, by men who have been auto
parts salesmen and have had little or no 
experience in agriculture, or by men 
without experience in positions of re
sponsibility and trust. I say such ap
pointments are an insult and a threat 
not only to the farmers, but to all the 
people of this country. · 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield further? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not rather 

amazing, bewildering, and downright 
confusing for an administration regu
lation to be issued which says, "If you 
serve 3 years and serve well, and learn 
through experience, you are too old, and 
we have got to get rid of you." I have 
never in my life heard of any manage
ment organization, government or pri
vate, that would dismiss someone from 
service because he had served 3 years 
and served well. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Does the Senator 
from Minnesota suspect that there might 
be some sinister implications involved in 
the 3-year limitation? Could it have 
anything to do with elections? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I might surmise 
that that could possibly be the case, but 
I should like to feel that the Department 
of Agriculture is more interested in agri
cultural commodities than in agricul
tural politics. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Does the Senator 
think that ~ years' experience and sea
soning in this field is of such a nature 
as to render a man less competent and 

less capable of fulfilling his obligations 
and responsibilities as an agronomist or 
an agriculturist? Does the Senator 
think that is too long, and that he is 
likely to be too old in the service after 
3 years? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota is sufficiently old-fashioned 
to believe that 3 years could add to one's 
ability and that 3 years as a county. 
committeeman or in the service of the 
Agriculture Department as a committee 
member in the great countryside would 
not necessarily sap one's vitality to the 
point where he was ready to be cast off. 
I think it is pretty obvious what the 
3-year service is about. It seems to date 
back to a time when there was a move
ment afoot in this land to change ad
ministrations with plenty of leeway, so 
we might catch anyone who could not 
pass the ''security regulations" or the 
kind of political loyalty that was neces
sary. I place that in big quotation 
marks. I mean, Republican security 
regulations. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Missouri yield for a 
question? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the Senator 
from Minnesota for his contribution. I 
hope he is not too cynical and that his 
misgivings are not entirely sustained by 
what seem to be the facts. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. Certainly there is pol
itics involved. I criticized it long before 
today. Representative BuRDICK, of North 
Dakota, stated just what my friend has 
been saying. He published a statement 
in his weekly letter which is printed in 
the newspapers in North Dakota. The 
farmers came to about the same conclu
sion as have my distinguished friend 
from Minnesota and my distinguished 
friend from Missouri. It was a Republi
can who criticized it. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the Senator 
from North Dakota. I believe there are 
few, if any, Members of the Senate who 
understand the real nature of the farm 
program and the farmer more than does 
the Senator from North Dakota. The 
Senator has been observing the opera
tion, as has the Senator from Minnesota. 

In undertaking to bring this matter 
to the attention of the Senate this. after
noon, I have done so because I think that 
what is happening in Missouri is signifi
cant of what is likely to happen and is 
going to happen all over the country un
less we are able to call a halt. We are 
going to have politics instead of prog
ress, partisanship instead of production. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield further? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I merely wanted 

the Senator to yield so that I could join 
with him in his tribute to our distin
guished colleague, the able Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. LANGER]. I know of 
no Member of Congress who is more re
spected and loved by more people than is 
this able Senator. His struggle for a 
sound agricultural program has brought 
him not only the respect and confidence 
of his farm constituents, but it has 
brought him their votes, theiJ.· good 
wishes, and their support. 

Mr. HENNINGS. May I say to the 
Senator from Minnesota that no one is 
more deserving not only of the support 
of his· farm constituency, but the entire 
constituency, than the Senator from 
North Dakota because he has always 
been on the side of the interests of the 
people and is willing to fight for them. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. May I say to the 
Senator from Missouri, do not worry 
about what is termed a filibuster, be
cause there is no filibuster. 

Mr. HENNINGS. The Senator well 
explained that this afternoon, I am 
sure, to the satisfaction of those who 
might have had some misgivings. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Three votes in 1 
day is a pretty good record. I have been 
in the Senate when there have been a 
lesser number of votes in 1 month. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I think even dur
ing the time of the late unhappy course 
of the so-called Bricker amendment 
there were some 5 or 6 weeks of debate, 
were there not? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think so. 
Mr. S~INGTON. Mr. President, 

will the Senator from Missouri yield for 
a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BusH in the chair) . Does the senior 
Senator from Missouri yield to the jun
ior Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am happy to yield 
to my colleague. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I was listening 
carefully to the remarks of the junior 
Senator from Minnesota. There have 
been times when past administrations 
have been criticized for centralizing 
government. It has been necessary at 
times to centralize government, pri
marily because of the rise of totalitarian 
interests in other countries; but one 
place in which previous administrations 
have never been interested in central
izing government any more than neces· 
sary has been the farms. I was very 
much impressed by the remarks of my 
friend and colleague in his fine talk this 
afternoon when he emphasized that the 
previous program had been a grass
roots program. As we both know, the 
farmers of our State, as well as the 
farmers of other States, have been run
ning their own business. Aside from 
the automobile repairmen and the sales
men who are telling the farmers of Mis
souri what to do in this political farm 
operation, does not the distinguished 
senior Senator from Missouri agree with 
me that there is involved a centralization 
of business and operations out of Wash
ington, in a direct connection, through 
the State ASC committee chairman, 
which is exactly opposite to all the 
pledges which were made about decen· 
tralization during the last campaign? 

Mr. HENNINGS. My friend and dis
tinguished colleague is correct. It is 
precisely.in contravention and in an op .. 
posite direction from the expressed con
victions, indeed, the promises in 1952 of 
the then candidate for President, Gen
eral Eisenhower. Singularly, the Presi
dent has many._times undertaken to up· 
hold the right of States, the right of 
local communities, ~nd has seeq1ingly 
expressed that as a basic philosophy. I 
do . not know whetper the President 
knows what is going on. I do not know 
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whether this matter has ever been called 
to h is attention. I am sure if it had 
been called to his attention, as it is being 
this afternoon, that it would and should 
be of the greatest interest to him, be
cause what is being done is scandalous, 
outrageous, and without precedent since 
t h is great program was first initiated. 
It does violence to the heart and soul 
and basic concept of the self-governing, 
self-directing, independent, untram
meled free American farmer. This mat
ter in the State of Missouri is partic
ularly important because I believe the 
pattern is being set there. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Missouri yield 
:for a question? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to 
yield to the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator has 
given great study to the question. If I 
understood him correctly, the figure em
ployed in this field in Missouri is 4,500. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. HENNINGS. Does the Senator 
mean the number employed? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The number of 
men employed in the program. 

Mr. HENNINGS. The figure of 4,300 
was quoted in the letter of the vice chair
man of the Missouri · State Republican 
Committee. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I believe that is 
the figure I remember. Does the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri have 
any information about the number of 
Republicans who were included in that 
original list when the program was in
augurated under a Democratic admin
istration? 

Mr. HENNINGS. To go back to the 
Senator's question, I do not know wheth
er the Senator from Arizona was present 
this afternoon--

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes. I have 
been here throughout the speech. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am complimented 
that tpe Senator has been present. I 
shall now try to answer his question. I 
undertook to say that in past admini..
strations the programs had been on the 
whole nonpartisan; that in Republican 
areas, Republicans had been elected, as 
would be natural, on the county and 
township committees, because the farm
ers would vote for them. In the areas 
that were predominantly Democratic, 
the committeemen have usually been 
Democrats. In many areas both Demo
crats and Republicans were elected and 
worked together in harmony. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The reason why 
I asked that question of the Senator is 
that a very peculiar circumstance or 
happenstance is that every employee 
connnected with the program in my 
State was a Democrat. They all still 
are. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I ask the distin
guished Senator from Arizona whether 
any of them were elected. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes, both elected 
and appointed, and there are still Demo
crats in those positions. I have not 
changed a single one of those appoint
ments. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I trust, then, that 
they are doing a good job, or the dis
tinguished Senator from Arizona would 
certainly have seen to it that some of 

them would have been supplanted by 
better qualified members of either party 
or by Republicans who might be better 
equipped to exercise their functions and 
duties. However, I am glad to have that 
contribution of the Senator from Ari
zona. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
will the senior Senator from Missouri 
yield for a comment? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to 
yield to my colleague. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I should like to 
say to our colleague, the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona, that the fact that 
the program is working well under Dem
ocrats in Arizona does not necessarily 
mean that the program in Missouri is 
working well. As my distinguished col
league pointed out a few minutes ago, 
if this cancer, and I believe that is a 
fair description for it, in the farm pro
gram continues in Missouri, it will be 
bound to upset the program which my 
friend the Senator from Arizona has 
stated works so well in Arizona, regard
less of the parties to which the employees 
belong. 

I should like to say to the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona, and I believe my 
colleague will agree with me, that in 
Missouri I found the most criticism of 
this farm program came from that dis
trict which is generally the most solidly 
Republican district in the State, in 
southwest Missouri. They were the ones 
who were most bitter in their opposi
tion to the method of administration of 
the program. I am sure my colleague 
will agree the trouble was that there was 
a maladministraton of the program be
cause the persons who were in charge of 
it did not have the proper experience to 
handle it. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank my dis
tinguished colleague. He is correct. 
There was an area around Springfield, 
Mo., in Greene County, which is tradi
tionally a Republican area, in that great 
milkshed where the drought was most 
disastrous last year. I just asked to have 
inserted in the RECORD an editorial from 
a newspaper, which is certainly a Repub
lican newspaper of that city, which com
ments adversely upon playing politics in 
the manner characteristic of this par
ticular program in our State the past 
year. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very happy to 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is there not pos
sibly some misunderstanding on the 
part of our Republican friends as to 
this program? This is not a new pro
gram. It has been established since 
1933. There are men who have been 
connected with the program at the grass
roots level for 15 years, 10 years, and 
12 years. The county committeeman 
is not elected as a Republican or Demo
crat. He is elected by the farmers in his 
county. 

Mr. HENNINGS. That is correct. He 
does not run for office as a politician. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The top man in 
the county is supposed to be an admin
istrator. 

Mr. HENNINGS. He does not run on 
a political ticket. He does not run as 

part and parcel of one of the great na .. 
tiona! elections. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed, he does 
not. 

Mr. HENNINGS. He runs for that 
office as a farmer. I think most of us 
know farmers well enough to know that 
when it comes to the conducting of their 
own affairs and charging others with the 
responsibility of governing and admin
istering those affairs, they do not care 
whether a man happens to be a Demo
crat or a Republican. They generally 
select a man because of his character, 
experience, ability, industry, and those 
other qualities which make a person in 
whom they can put their confidence for 
proper management of their affairs. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. It appears to me 

that what we see in the changes being 
made and in the new rules and regula
tions being handed down, pertaining to 
the committeemen, is supervision by the 
Department of Agriculture, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, and the President over 
those persons who have heretofore run 
their own affairs. As the Senator from 
Missouri mentioned, this administration 
talked about decentralization. I recall 
the President making a speech that he 
was going to see to it that farmers had 
much less Government regulation. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I believe that speech 
was made in the Senator's own State at 
Kasson. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I listened to that 
speech. That was a great speech. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Yes; it was. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I want to say that 

that speech stands today in the archives 
of American history and in the annals 
of American history almost like scrip
ture. In the realm of spiritual and re
ligious matters, there are the Ten Com
mandments. There is nothing wrong 
with the Ten Commandments; they are 
wonderful. The trouble is a lot of peo
ple do not live by them. There is noth
ing wrong with the speech which the 
President made at Kasson, Minn., ·either. 
The trouble is the administration has 
forgotten it. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Does the Senator 
from Minnesota suggest that there has 
been a lack of confidence by the admin
istration in the farmers to conduct their 
own affairs at the township, county, and 
State levels? Or does the Senator think 
perhaps this action might be tinctured 
to some extent and in some degree by 
not caring whether the farmers handle 
their own affairs or not, as long as they 
are put into political hands? In other 
words, do politics transcend the admin
istration's interest in American agri
culture? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There was an ar
ticle recently published in the Washing
ton Post by a very outstanding colum
nist of this city, one who has dedicated 
his talents and abilities to the field of 
civil service and the merit system, Mr. 
Jerry Kluttz. That article was most re
vealing. I believe it was placed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for a review by 
our colleagues. It sets forth how we are 
beginning to see the whole civil service 
system of this country, which has been 
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built up since the time of Garfield and 
Arthur, early in the 1880's, pulled apart 
at the seams. 

I say that this can lead to only one 
thing-a breakdown in the efficiency of 
the civil service of this land. 

Mr. HENNINGS. It is a negation, is 
it not, of the principle of civil service? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It certainly is. 
There is not one scintilla of evidence in 
the farm area that our farm committees 
have ever failed in meeting their re
sponsibilities. I remind the Senate that 
these farm committees have met the pro
duction problems of war and of peace. 

· They were able to gather together the 
wheat necessary to relieve the famine in 
Europe and Asia. They have done a 
tremendous job. 

Mr. HENNINGS. And with little com
pensation, except for the satisfaction of 
having performed a patriotic duty to 
their neighbors, in fulfillment of the con
fidence which their friends and neigh
bors have in them. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And what is their 
reward? They are to be literally sev
ered from their responsibilities and left, 
as I said before, as nothing but window 
dressing, without the responsibilities of 
administration which they are capable 
of undertaking. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the Sena
tor for his contribution. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. Referring to the re

marks of the Senator from Minnesota 
relative to the speech at Kasson which 
he liked so well. I wonder if the Senator 
is aware of the fact that all over the 
Northwest a name has been given to that 
speech. It is called the golden promise. 

Mr. HENNINGS. The golden prom
ise. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And it is still a 
promise. It is a long way from reality. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Hope deferred, un
fulfilled. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Hope eternal 
Mr. HENNINGS. As I pointed out 

earlier, I am advised the Missouri opera
tion is being watched by spoilsmen in 
other States and Washington's backing 
up of Mr. Colbert's activities has been 
widely noted. We may expect wide copy
ing, unless strong disapproval is shown 
by the Congress. 

I can recall that when the former 
Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Brannan, 
appeared at a statewide meeting of com
munity and county committeemen in 
Minnesota a few years ago both the 
Civil Service Commission and a special 
House Committee on Lobbying investi
gated the matter. It was discussed ex
tensively on the Senate fioor. Neither 
the Civil Service nor the House Lobby 
investigations developed any violation of 
law or of regulations. It seems to me 
that since my Republican colleagues pur
sued so vigorously the fiimsy charges in 
Minnesota at that time, they should be 
equally willing to cooperate in investi
gating and ascertaining facts related to 
conditions in my State as I have de
scribed them, and in other States, if 
they exist, particularly in view of Presi
dent Eisenhower's repeated pledges dur
ing the campaign that the committee 

system would not be used for partisan 
political purposes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield at this point? He 
has made reference to what occurred 
in the State of Minnesota. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. How well I recall . 

the . furore and hullabaloo which oc
curred because the Secretary of Agri
culture went out to the city of St. Paul, 
Minn., and addressed the county and 
township committeemen. Following that 
address the junior Senator from Minne
sota was privileged to make an address. 
Other Members of the Minnesota dele
gation were invited. I may say, paren
thetically, that I have not been invited 
this year to speak to the county commit
teemen, but at that time there was bi
partisan participation. 

The issue was raised that politics was 
talked at that meeting. The Secretary 
did not talk politics, but if anyone wishes 
to ask me what I talked about, I talked 
about politics. I talked about the issues. 
I frankly told them what I thought about 
the agricultural legislative policy. I 
have not changed a bit. I have not ac
quired a deathbed political region, as 
have some others, who got around to 90 
percent price supports just before elec
tion. I was for that policy 3 years be
fore I was elected. I was for it the day 
I was elected, and I have been for it 365 
days a year every year since I was elected. 
I went out to St. Paul to tell those folks 
where their Senator stood. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Everyone is well 
aware of where the Senator stands. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Those who are not 
will become aware of it this fall. 
· Mr. HENNINGS. They will be edi
fied and enlightened, I am sure. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There was con
siderable discussion with respect to that 
meeting. The conclusion was finally 
reached that the junior Senator from 
Minnesota talked politics. That is like 
coming to the conclusion that the Post 
Office sells stamps. 

I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. THYE 

in the chair). The Chair invites the at
tention of his colleagues to the fact that 
yesterday the majority leader announced 
that speakers should yield only for ques
tions. The Chair has refrained from 
calling this to the attention of his col
leagues while amusing remarks were 
being made. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 

the subject which my distinguished col
league has been discussing is very vital 
to the State of Missouri. At the con
clusion of the remarks of my senior col
league I should like to make a very brief 
comment, and ask several questions with 
respect to his address. 

Mr. HENNING·s . . At that time I shall 
be very glad to yield to my distinguished 
colleague, with the indulgence of the 
distinguished occupant of the Chair. 

In my own judgment, this is a matter 
which should .be investigated by a:ri ap
propriate committee. The Subcommit
tee on Agriculture of the Appropriations 
Committee might very well do it for the 
economy of this whole oflice-manager 

setup is open to question, as the distin
guished chairman of the Judiciary Com
mittee [Mr. LANGER] has indicated, and 
there are indications that costs are going 
up, rather than down, as the Congress 
was promised. 

The figures I have previously quoted 
are such an indication. Reports come to 
me that the cost of putting grain into 
storage bins and taking it out--now done 
by contract under new Department pol
icy-is rapidly increasing. That the 
number of employees, particularly in the 
higher grades, is increasing, and that the 
storage cost estimates we so frequently 
hear of from the Secretary and his aides 
these days, are not realistic. They re
flect the new higher in-and-out costs, 
accelerated amortization of storage fa
cilities, and similar factors. I think 
those things are worth looking into, and 
require examination. 

I have watched the committee situa
tion developing in Missouri for several 
months, as has my junior colleague, 
without speaking out, in the hope that 
Secretary Benson would intervene to 
keep the no-politics pledge made by 
President Eisenhower. Instead of keep
ing that pledge, the Department seems 
to be defending the political operations 
in my state, and the dictatorial usurpa
tion of county committee prerogatives. 
It now defends those who would destroy 
the grassroots democracy of our farm 
programs. 

I now see no advantage in waiting for 
the Department to act on tl;le cost mat
ters which have been brought to my at- · 
tention. There is no reason to believe 
that the pledges of economical and busi
nesslike administration will be honored 
more than the no-politics pledge. 

Investigation of both the administra
tion and costs of farm committee opera
tions is therefore appropriate and neces• 
sary. 

Politics, and not economy and ef
ficiency, is dominating farm program ad
ministration in Missouri. I do not know 
the situation in all other States today, 
but I know what it will be in other States 
very soon unless this Congress .takes a 
hand. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
will my colleague yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to 
yield to my friend and colleague for a 
question. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr . . President, I 
would like to associate myself with the 
report just made by my colleague, the 
senior Senator from Missouri, in his 
remarks calling attention to the political 
manipulation of the farmer-elected 
ASC committees in our State. 

On several occasions I have called this 
matter to the attention of the Secre
tary of Agriculture, asking for a com
plete report on specific instances in 
which attempts have been made to con
travene the wishes of our farm people. 
Not once, to my knowledge, has a fair 
and complete investigation been made 
by the Department .. 

For this reason, I wish to join the 
senior Senator from Missouri in asking 
that these charges be investigated by an 
appropriate committee of the Senate. 

In view of the many statements made 
both during the campaign in 1952, and 
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subsequent to that time by administra
tion spokesmen that "the management 
and direction of the farm program • • • 
must be turned over to farmers," does 
not the Senator agree that both the ad
ministration and the majority in this 
Senate should welcome such an investi
gation as he has proposed? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I will say to my dis
tinguished colleague that the adminis
tration certainly should welcome it, be
cause there could be nothing more dis
astrous to this administration than the 
failure of American agriculture due to 
the infusion and infiltration of partisan 
politics into the farm program. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator further yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to 
yield to my colleague. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Does not the Sen
ator also agree that if a thorough inves
tigation is not made it will be proof 
positive that the administration is much 
more interested in political patronage 
and blind obedience to dictatorial farm 
policies handed down from Washington 
than in farmer participation at the 
grassroots in the direction of the agri
cultural program? 

Mr. HENNINGS. Let me say to my 
distinguished colleague that that is a 
leading and suggestive question, and 
probably I should object to it on that 
ground, but I shall not be technical. 
My answer to the question is "Yes." 

Mr. SYMINGTON. As shown by one 
of the insertions into the RECORD by my 
colleague, the editorial from the Spring
field <Mo.) News and Leader, an inde
pendent Republican paper, the Republi
can State ASC chairman last January 
peremptorily fired Stanley Halliburton, 
chairman of the Texas County ASC 
committee because Halliburton insisted 
that newspapermen be permitted to at
tend a county ASC committee meet
ing. 

Incidentally, Mr. Halliburton had 
been elected and reelected as chairman 
of the Texas County committee for nine 
successive terms by the farmers of his 
county. 

Does not the senior Senator agree that 
meetings of the farmer-elected county 
ASC committees should be open to the 
public whenever possible, in order that 
the farmers may have the opportunity to 
know what their elected representatives 
are doing? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I will say in answer 
to that question that it is one of the 
elementary requirements of a demo
cratic operation of this nature. The 
people interested and the public should 
be allowed to see and hear what is going 
on. These are not star chamber pro
ceedings. These are not executive com
mittee meetings. There is nothing secret 
about them. As has been suggested, they 
represent democracy at work, democracy 
in its most constructive form. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a final question? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to 
yield. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Does the Senator 
from Missouri know of any instance in 
which any farmer-elected county PMA 
or ASC committeeman in Missouri was 
discharged during the years prior to 1953 

on .any such flimsy excuses as those used 
by the present Missouri State ASC 
committee? 

Mr. HENNINGS. To my knowledge, 
it is without precedent since this pro
gram first came into effect in 1933. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the dis
tinguished senior Senator for his splen
did presentation of a most serious prob
lem. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I very much thank 
my colleague for his most valuable con
tributions to our discussions here this 
afternoon. 

I now yield the floor. 

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1946 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. THYE 
in the chair). The question is on agree
ing to the amendment offered by the Sen
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREY]. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
modify my amendment, which is the 
pending amendment before the Senate, 
by striking out all of the amendment 
after line 5, on page 1, so that the re
maining portion of my amendment will 
read as follows: 

On page 86, line 18, after comma it is pro
posed to insert the following: "to munici
palities, private utilities, public bodies, and 
cooperatives within transmission distance 
authorized to engage in the distribution of 
electric energy to the public." 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
·will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 

the Senator from Minnesota and I and 
the staff have been working on this mat
ter, and we believe that the amendment 
will be a beneficial addition to this par
ticular subject under the notice of hear
ing section of the bill, and therefore 
I shall assume the responsibility of ac
cepting the amendment, if it is agree
able to the Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Minnesota, 
as modified. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. Will the Senator from 

Minnesota explain what the amend
ment does? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. First, I may say 
that the part I have stricken appears to 
me to be already covered in the amend~ 
ment that was previously adopted and 
in the body of the bill under the chap
ter known as "Judicial Review and Ad-

ministration Procedure," by the defini
tion of the term "person," which in
cludes both public and private groups, 
individuals, corporations, utilities, mu
nicipalities, State agents, and others. 

The matter of procedure is also out
lined in the bill as it is before us. My 
amendment, as modified, deals with the 
section of the bill on page 86, line 18, 
and subsection (b), where the bill reads: 

b. The Commission shall not issue any 
license for a utilization or production facility 
for the generation of commercial power 
under section 103, until it has given notice 
in writing to such regulatory agency as may 
have jurisdiction over the rates and services · 
of the proposed activity, and until it has 
published notice of such application once 
each week for 4 consecutive weeks in the 
Federal Register, and until 4 weeks after the 
last notice. 

I believe that the term "regulatory 
agency" is too restrictive, and, further
more, that it is not adequate notice in 
terms not only of type of notice, but with 
respect to the groups involved. For ex
ample, there are some States which do 
not have regulatory agencies. There
fore my amendment would include 
municipalities, private utilities, public 
bodies, and cooperatives within trans
mission distance authorized to engage 
in distribution of electric energy to the 
public. They likewise would be notified. 
Therefore, full notice would be given at 
any time an application for a license was 
filed. 

The bill as it reads now provides that 
if any person wants to be heard by the 
Commission, if he believes that he has 
reason to come to the Commission on 
the basis of the license, he is authorized 
to do so, as I understand, under the 
language of the bill. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor
rect. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Therefore, it is my 
feeling that this addition will not com
plicate the procedural matters that are 
outlined in the bill, but, instead, will be 
helpful. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I may say, in 
conformance with what the Senator from 
Minnesota has stated, that the commit
tee was of the opinion that although the 
provisions for notice in the Federal 
Register probably would be adequate, the 
Senator from Minnesota has enlarged 
the field somewhat· and adequately, we 
believe, and therefore we have no objec
tion to the amendment. Therefore I 
shall be glad to accept it. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. How would the notice 

be given? Will the senator give us a 
concrete example? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. One way would be 
through the Federal Register, which of 
course is made available to all public 
bodies. In this instance it would also 
include notice such as the Army engi
neers give, for example, through ade-

. quate written notice. Of course notice 
in the Federal Register is the first meth
od, and the second method is by writ

. ten notice. So that the legislative his

. tory may be clear, the written notice may 
take many forms. It may be by teletype, 
or telegram, or by letter, or by bulletin. 
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such as Government agencies frequently 
use. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment, as modified, offered by the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

The amendment, as ~odified, was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk an amendment and ask 
that it be made the pending question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec
retary will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 87, line 3, 
it is proposed to add the following: 

Where conflicting applications include 
those submitted by public or cooperative 
bodies such applications shall be given pref
erence. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
call the attention of the Senator from 
Iowa to this amendment. What it does 
is include in the licensing provision of 
the proposed law the preference clause 
which has been included under the so
called byproduct section and under the 
new section as adopted in the Johnson 
amendment to section 45. 

I believe this amendment will establish 
a sense of equity and balance in the two 
aspects of the proposed legislation as 
now amended. 

By the Johnson amendment we have 
authorized the Commission to engage 
in the power business. Under section 44 
we have authorized the sale of power 
which may be the byproduct of opera
tions of research and of other operations 
of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Both of those now have, I believe, what 
is called the preference clause. What 
this amendment would do would be sim
ply to say that if there is a conftict over 
application, the public body and the co
operative shall be given preference. 
That is the substance of the amendment, 
and I think it is within the tradition of 
the preference clause, which has been an 
accepted public policy. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Minnesota 
yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 

this particular amendment suggests 
some difficulties and some further study 
and I should not want to make a state
ment about it at this particular moment. 

If the Senator wishes to present it at 
a later time, I shall have something to 
say about it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
yield the :floor. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the House had 
agreed to the amendments of the Sen
ate to the bill (H. R. 5173) to provide that 
the excess of collections from the Fed
eral unemployment tax over unemploy
ment compensation administrative ex
penses shall be used to establish and 
maintain a $200 million reserve in the 
Federal unemployment account which 

will be available for advances to the 
States, to provide that the remainder of 
such excess shall be returned to the 
States. and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
<H. R. 6725) to reenact the authority for 
the appointment of certain officers of 
the Regular Navy and Marine Corps. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 6788) to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to cooperate with States 
and local agencies in the planning and 
carrying out of works of improvement 
for soil conservation, and for other pur
poses. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the concurrent res
olution (S. Con. Res. 96) to extend the 
greetings and felicitations of Congress to 
Hon. Herbert Hoover on the 80th anni
versary of his birth, August 10, 1954. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills, and they 
were signed by the President pro tem
pore: 

S. 252. An act to permit all civil actions 
against the United States for recovery of 
taxes erroneously or illegally assessed or col
lected to be brought in the district courts 
with right of trial by jury; 

S. 2380. An act to amend the Mineral 
Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, as 
amended; 

S. 2381. An act to amend section 27 of the 
Mineral Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, 
as amended, in order to promote the devel
opment of oil and gas on the public do
main; 

S. 2759. An act to amend the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Act so as to promote and as
sist in the extension and improvement of vo
cational rehabilitation services, provide for 
a more effective use of available Federal 
funds, and otherwise improve the provisions 
of that act, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6725. An act to reenact the authority 
for the appointment of certain officers of 
the Regular Navy and Marine Corps; and 

H. R. 6788. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of Agriculture to cooperate with States 
and local agencies in the planning and car
rying out of works of improvement for soil 
conservation, and for other purposes. 

ADDITIONAL REPORTS OF A 
COMMITTEE 

By unanimous consent, the following 
additional reports of a committee were 
submitted: 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL, from the Commit
tee on Armed Services; without amendment: 

S. 2780. A bill to authorize certain prop
erty transactions in Cocoli, C. Z., and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 1971); 

H. R. 2224. A bill to amend the Army-Navy 
Medical Services Corps Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 
734), as amended, so as to authorize the 
appointment of a Chief of the Medical Serv
ice Corps of the Navy (Rept. No. 1972) ; 

H . R. 6223. A bill to amend section 87 of the 
National Defense Act o! June a. 1916, as 

~mended (32 U. S. C. 47) ,-to relieve the States 
from accountability and pecuniary liability 
for property lost, damaged, or destroyed ex
cept in cases where it shall appear that the 
loss, damage, or destruction of the property 
was due to carelessness or negligence or 
could have been avoided by the exercise of 
reasonable care (Rept. No. 1973); 

H. R. 7131. A bill to repeal a limitation on 
pay of certain officers of the Navy (Rept. No. 
1974); 

H . R . 8570. A bill to authorize the . Sacre
tary of the Navy to dispose of certain uncom
pleted naval vessels, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 1975) ; 

H. R. 9000. A bill to integrate the Judge 
Advocate's promotion list with that of the 
Army to restore lost seniority and grade, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 1976); and 

H. R. 9302. A bill to permit retired mem
bers of the uniformed services to revoke 
elections made under the Uniformed Serv
ices Contingency Option Act of 1953 in cer
tain cases where the elections were made be
causll of mathematical errors or misinfor
mation (Rept. No. 1977). 

ADDITIONAL EXECUTIVE REPORT 
OF A COMMITTEE 

By unanimous consent, the following 
additional executive report of a com
mittee was submitted: 

By Mr. WILEY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations: 

Francis A. Flood and sundry other per
sons for appointment and promotion in the 
Diplomatic and Foreign Service. 

COAL, INTERNATIONAL TRADE, AND 
THE NATION'S WELFARE 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, now 
that the question of foreign trade has 
been politically resolved until next year, 
I suppose it would be considered conven
tionally proper to drop the whole sub
ject and go on with the show. Postpone
ment has become the popular method of 
dealing with any spirited controversy. 
Postponement is an easy way out, but 
it is not always based on courage and 
integrity. When it is employed by the 
executive or legislative branch of our 
Government, it can lead to disappoint
ment, discomfort, and distress among 
affected citizens. Such being the case, 
I am taking this opportunity today to 
return to the discussion of one important 
issue that the administration has nimbly 
sidestepped rather than become involved 
in any intraparty jousting that might 
lead to embarrassment in November. 
The subject is international trade and 
its impact upon the Nation's welfare
an issue which was recently put aside 
without decision for the second consecu
tive year. 

May I say, Mr. President, that as I 
develop this subject, I think every mem
ber of this body will see how very rele
vant it is to the subject under discussion, 
because it goes to a fundamental of 
atomic energy. 

Let me preface my remarks by re
assuring the Senate that I have not in 
any way become less enthusiastic about 
the need for expanding world trade. I 
am as convinced as ever that the pro
gressive intensification of foreign com
merce is a most effective medium of 
strengthening our economic and cultural 
relationships with our friends across the 
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seas, and that every reasonable move in 
this direction is a step toward interna
tional peace and friendship. 

Mr. President, we do not often get 
into a fist fight with a man we are trad
ing with profitably, nor do nations often 
get into war with other nations with 
which they can profitably trade. 

We have without question made im
portant strides along these lines since 
the conclusion of World Warn. Much 
of this progress has been possible because 
of this Nation's leniency in the formu
lation of trade agreements, but I am 
confident that this benevolent approach 
to the problem will ultimately accrue to 
our own best interests. We alone among 
the nations were in position to make the 
numerous concessions that were required 
to stimulate trade with our foreign 
friends. 

With Western Europe devastated by 
the war, we had the option of ignoring 
the plight of those of our friends on the 
Continent, or of recognizing their situ
ation as a mutual problem and attempt
ing to resolve it at whatever cost to our
selves might be necessary. We chose 
the latter course, as everyone knew we 
would. We would have done so even if 
our own future were not believed to be 
in any way involved in the future of 
those countries. And when a new men
ace evolved from the frustration that 
was World Warn, it became all the more 
clear that our own well being was di
I·ectly connected with the fortunes of our 
friends across the Atlantic. . 

The story of America's contribution to 
the rehabilitation of Western Europe is 
without precedence in history. Its effect 
on the morale of the recipient nations 
was in itself sutncient justification for 
the many sacrifices our people were re
quired to undergo in order to make this 
project possible. In addition, it re
establishes the industrial stamina re
quired to provide for the sustenance of 
a vast populace in a mid-20th century 
economy. 

Our overall remedial plan included a 
revolutionary system of international 
trade whereby a progressively greater 
interexchange of goods would be car
ried out in succeeding years. A close 
study of the results of this program re
veals that, while the United States has 
observed the agreed-upon policies to the 
very letter, other participants have re
sorted to various stratagems in order to 
establish loopholes that would serve to 
their respective advantages. A system 
of licensing, currency conversions, and 
other protective devices were adopted 
and have been popularly utilized, yet the 
United States has made no such move 
which could be considered inimical to 
the principle of the trade agreement 
program. 

Despite these inconsistencies, however, 
we do not for 1 minute advocate seizing 
any such opportunity to abolish the in
tent of the trade program. Nor do we 
seek compensation of any kind. We ac
cept the fact that we were in position 
to make concessions far greater than 
those agreed upon, and this sacrifice has 
been made in the same spirit that has 
been inherently characteristic of the 
people of the United States. 

But there comes a time when we must Industries which even the most naive 
take stock and recheck our course before observer would discern as suffering from 
proceeding further. It is especially im- unfair foreign competition include coal, 
perative that such an appraisal take glass, and pottery. I mention this be
place whenever our national security cause West Virginia is the leading coal
might in any way be in jeopardy. · While producing State in the United States. It 
the gauge for determining to what ex- has even surpassed the State of Penn
tent our international policies affect the sylvania, with its enormous anthracite 
prosperity of our Nation is somewhat coal production, and West Virginia is 
elastic, there is nevertheless a detectable also one of the most important manufac
point at which their impact on the gen- turers of glass and pottery. 
eral welfare may be determined. When, Let us consider the situation in the 
for instance, the consequences of these coal industry. There is no question of 
policies bring mass unemployment to coal's importance to the welfare and 
American citizens, then a close appraisal security of the country, as it is to the 
of our whole program becomes manda- economic life of West Virginia. We 
tory. have been discussing atomic energy as a 

Mr. President, our National security weapon ·of defense. It cannot be deliv
demands that we who have been chosen ered without steel, and steel cannot be 
to serve the people of this Nation reex- manufactured without coal, and coal 
amine our foreign trade program with- cannot be obtained without running the 
out delay. It is incumbent upon us to mines. 
make whatever changes are necessary in West Virginia is a treasure chest of 
that program to remove any threat to coal, gas, limestone, and timber. In ad
the security of our country. It behooves dition to glass and pottery, our State 
us also to provide means of protection manufactures steel and tinplate-or, I 
for the working people in the United should say, it has been manufacturing 
States against inequitable competition them, but the operation has been very 
resulting from the policies that may have seriously curtailed. 
appeared to be entirely inocuous at the West Virginia also manufactures min
time of their institution. By so doing ing equipment, chemicals, textiles, fur
we will be lending to the amelioration of niture, and a variety of other materials. 
economic conditions not only in this Leading crops are wheat, corn, oats, hay, 
country but-in the long range-to our tobacco, and fruit. 
allies all over the world. A nation where Thus with abundant reserves beneath 
poverty and destitution are rampant our soil, and with perennially rich bar
cannot serve· as an ideal for its neighbors, vests from our rolling fields and 
nor can th-ey look to it for succor in' their orchards, there is no justifiable reason 
own hour of need. for the prevailing depression among 

Although we hear glowing promises of many of our communities-in fact, most 
a return to the prosperity that we en- of them. 
joyed prior to the arrival of the new ad- Our coal fields cover an area of 9,500 
ministration, there are today thousands of the State's 24,282 square miles. They 
upon thousands of hungry men, women, underlie all but 7 of West Virginia's 55 
and children in the United States. Some · counties. Five billion tons of coal have 
of the responsibility for this depression been taken from the State's opulent 
must be attributed to the general lack veins,· and there are still more than 50 
of foresight and courage which are a billion tons of recoverable reserves re
prerequisite to a vigorous leadership. At maining. 
the same time, a considerable amount of Yet, despite our God-given natural 
unemployment has been created by the advantages and the willingness of our 
foreign trade policies which the admin- people to invest and to work, our coal 
istration has once again refused to re- industry is at this time far from the de
solve. Yet,. despite the fact that the pendable source of livelihood that it was 
reasons for the impoverishment of many meant to be. 
of our areas can definitely be pinpointed, Whereas the coal industry has for 
our people are once again expected to many years provided a means of sub
step aside in order that a political party sistence-both directly and indirectly
may continue its balancing act. for at least half of our 2 million inhabi-

For the record, I should like to indi- tants, employment and opportunities 
cate how the Bureau of Employment Se- have been steadily declining since for
curity of the United States Department eign residual oil first began to ravage our 
of Labor analyzes conditions in West markets. With the closing of mines 
Virginia. In its May summary, the Bu- and the dispossessing of miners from 
reau lists these cities as areas of substan- their jobs, there has come an attendant 
tiallabor surplus: Bluefield, Charleston, decline in the great railroad industry of 
Clarksburg, Fairmont, Huntington, Par- West Virginia. The Baltimore & Ohio 
kersburg, and Wheeling. Under "areas has a network of lines crossing the State 
of very substantial labor surplus," the laterally and also reaching the mining 
following cities are included: Beckley, districts from Charleston to the Pan
Logan, Morgantown, Point Pleasant, handle; both the Chesapeake & Ohio and 
Ronceverte-White Sulphur Springs, and the Norfolk & Western serve the prolific 
Welch. fields of southern West Virginia; and the 

That does not leave us with much Virginian juts north through Mercer 
room for even a modicum of prosperity, County to pick up many consignments 
Mr. President. We are in serious trouble. for tidewater and ocean shipment from 
And although we know the answer to one the port of Hampton Roads, Va.: and, 
of our most serious problems, we find it incidentally, it is interconnected with 
impossible to get any action because this the New York Central for shipment to 
is an election year. lake points. 
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I may say, ·along that· tine, ·that the 

State of West Virginia, of which I am 
very proud· to be a native, is the ·greatest 
sautee for metallurgical emil, a neces-· 
sary product for the production of steel 
and other metals. There is no coal that 
compares with it. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. K~GORE. I yield to the Senator 
from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. Has the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia not seen the 
large lignite fields of the West? IS that 
lignite not just as good as the coal in 
West Virginia, and is not the same com
pany which is producing it in West Vir
ginia producing it in our area of the 
country, namely, the Truax-Traer Co.? 

Mr. K~ORE. I regret to inform the 
distinguished Senator from North Da
kota that lignite cannot be used for 
metallurgical purposes, and I was about 
to explain the reason for it. I may say 
to my good frfend that when I was in 
Europe a little after the close of Wotld 
War n, I talked to a Mr. Schmitz, who 
was at that time a prisoner of war. On 
hearing that I came from West Virginia, 
Mr. Schmitz said, "If I just had had your 
West Virginia coal, what I could have 
done with it." 

But I regret to say that lignite coal 
does not produce a good quality steel. I 
inform my good friend that lignite is a 
good steam fuel, but it contains so much 
foreign material that it cannot be used 
for open-hearth production or blast fur
naces. There is being perfected a differ
ent method for using it. There is ex
perimentation with it for the production 
of liquid fuels. The Department of the 
Interior's Bureau of Mines, stationed at 
Morgantown State University, feels it is 
a potentially prolific source for liquid 
fuel, and also. for residual fuel for steam 
purposes, after liquid fuels are taken 
from it. However, that is looking into the 
future. They have been experimenting 
in tliat field. But at the present time, for 
metallurgicat·purposes, there is nothing 
that compares with the high volatile and 
low volatile coals found in the Appa
lachian area. Formerly, much of it was 
found in Pennsylvania, but it has been 
mined out in that State, so that it is no 
longer available there, and the steel dis
tricts in the Pittsburgh area now have 
to rely upon the coal they get from West 
Virginia for their coking purposes. The 
Truax-Traer Qo. operates in the county 
in which I live. They have some very 
good mines containing high volatile coal, 
and they are very successful with it. 
However, under present conditions of op
erating techniques, lignite cannot be 
used for the manufacture of steel. 

Mr. LANGER. Will the Senator yield 
further for a question? 

Mr. K~GORE. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. LANGER. Does not the Senator 
from West Virginia know that lignite 
has 107 byproducts? Has not the dis
tinguished Senator from West Virginia 
mentioned the fact that we import many 
products from foreign countries, with 
the· result that there now exists much 
unemploY.Inent in his State. For exam
ple, I hold in my hand a pencil, and I see 

the- diStingUished Senator has one tn his 
pocket. The outside of that pencil is 
made of lignite. It comes· from a by- · 
product of lignite. 

Mr. ~RE. And it was probably 
produced in the State of West Virginia . . 

Mr. LANGER. Does the distinguished · 
Senator also know that the outside of 
playing cards is made from a byproduct · 
of lignite? In addition, the bottoms of 
ships contain an application of hydro
chloric acid, so that they will not · rot, 
and that comes from lignite. Does the 
Senator from West Virginia not realize 
that lignite is superior to the West Vir
ginia coal which he has mentioned. 

Mr. KILGORE. I shall have to differ 
with my distinguished colleague. It is 
not superior. From lignite produced in 
the State of North Dakota and from 
West Virginia coal there is obtained am
monia, and methanol, and from them we 
get all the products my good friend has 
mentioned. They can be obtained from 
lignite or coal, but coal has fewer im
purities and will produce a greater quan
tity for a ton of operation. The princi
pal point is that in the production of 
coke for steelmaking, metallurgical work, 
and that kind of operation, the purest 
carbon obtainable is desirable. Coke has 
nothing but carbon in-it. If there is an 
appreciable percentage of sulfur or phos
phorus or any other such element, the 
coal is not good for the manufacture of 
steel. That is why steel produced from 
pig iron and by the open-hearth process 
must be analyzed. The run has to be 
analyzed. I am not depreciating the 
qualities of lignite. We also have lignite 
in west Virginia. It is a good product. 
However, for quick results in the produc
tion of materials for defense, nothing 
will take the place of the almost pure 
carbon of natural coal, without any other 
foreign material in it. 

I thank the Senator for mentioning 
lignite. I know it is a very good product. 
-While it has about 100 byproducts, I 
think it will be found that from natural 
coal a vast number of byproducts are 
produced. 

As a manufacturer and distributor of 
mining equipment, West Virginia suffers 
a proportionate recession in these bus
inesses. What is more, local business 
houses are likewise affected when there 
is a slowdown in mining activity. Fam
ilies without income do not patronize 
their neighborhood merchants, do not 
buy clothing, new automobiles, or house
hold appliances, or make other general 
purchases that normally contribute to 
the business activity of a community. 

Incidentally, they do not buy as much 
food as they did. They do not replace 
worn clothing. They do not buy sweep
ers, washing machines, or other durable 
goods of any kind. Therefore, the un
employment reacts upon other manufac
turing industries all over the country. 

I may say to my good friend the Sen
ator from North Dakota that I well re
member when farmers in his part of the 
country were burning wheat in their 
stoves and at the same time coal miners 
in my State had lots of coal they could 
not -sell. We would have given a good 
deal if we could have sent to North Da
kota some of our coal in return for some 

of the wheat -which was· being burned. 
Eventually, as I am sure my colleague 
will remember, the Federal Government 
had to :finance such an exchange by 
sending wheat, or at least·fiour, from the 
great Northwest into West Virginia. I 
am reminded of an announcement by 
a bus company in Williamson, several 
months ago, to the effect that it was 
forced to lay off almost half of its drivers 
and ·inactivate a portion of its -:fleet of 
vehicles as a result of mine closings. 

Normally the coal industry pays most 
of the total gross sales tax, which repre
sents about 25 percent of West Virginia's 
tax yield from all sources. When the 
coal business is off, the loss is also felt 
very seriously in the State treasury, thus· 
having. grave impact on our educational 
system and all State agencies. 

As a matter of fact, we have had to 
seriously curtail our_ roadbuilding pro
gram. We are having to cut down on. 
every possible State expenditure and cut 
off some necessary ones by reason of the 
falling off of tax receipts. The activi
ties of county and local governments 
must also be curtailed when miners and 
others in coal communities are deprived 
of income. 

Our educational system is almost 50 
percent dependent on the consumers' 
sales tax. When people are unable to 
buy, receipts from the consumers' sales 
tax .drop off, and thereby the money 
available to operate our schools is 
decreased in amount. 

Thus, obviously, the entire economy 
of West Virginia incurs heavy losses 
when our coal industry is in distress. 
We constantly hear, of course, that com
petition from oil and gas is accountable 
for whatever decline the coal industry 
has experienced. Of a certainty, the 
ever-extending network of pipelines 
from the Southwest to our part of the 
country displaces much of . coal's mar~ 
kets. When · railroads began to dieselize 
on a broad scale in the postwar period. 
the market outlet for millions of tons 
of coal was removed. .I well remember 
that recently a very fine gentleman from 
Wyoming came to see me. He said that 
the dieselizing of the Northern Pacific 
and St. Paul Railroads had put all the 
miners in Wyoming out of work. That 
is what it did to some of our miners. 
As homeowners installed gas equipment 
instead of coal-burning stoves and fur
naces, the coal industry felt a conse.• 
quent loss. These were normal condi
tions only to be expected in our chang·
ing times. 

The outlook for coal elsewhere, on the 
other hand, followed an opposite course 
as we returned to a peace economy. We 
needed steel, and a ton of coal is required 
to produce each ton of steel. Electric 
utilities undertook to expand to such an 
extent that the need for coal in this in
dustry was expected to rise by 10 mil
lion tons annually. The chemical in
dustry-and West Virginia has the good 
fortune to have some of the world's larg
est chemical plants--would need more 
coal than ever before in history. Other 
industries, large and small, were increas
ing in capacity and would requir.e great
er amounts of coal for their production 
activities. 
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Under the circumstances there was 
every reason for the coal industry to ex- . 
pect to continue operations on a lively 
scale. 

In other words, all the changing over, 
with the increased production of by
products· and ir.creased uses, and . the 
impact of the Southwest gas on the coal 
industry, would not have affected it very 
much. 

As one of the most progressive of all 
industries-both from the standpoint of 
the mine operator and the mine work
er-the bituminous coal industry did not 
hesitate to make substantial investments 
for more efficient mining and better 
quality -products. The United Mine 
Workers of America have always wel
comed new machines and new techniques 
which tend to increase productivity. 
For example, in Europe, the peak pro
duction for a coal miner is a ton a day. 
In the United States the average pro
duction per man is 8 tons a day, show
ing the increased efficiency in the use 
of our manpower because of the substi
tution of horsepower, coupled with 
brains, for manpower in its brute form, 
as it is used in European industry. 

Modern equipment in today's mines 
includes electrically operated mobile 
machines which cut deep into the coal 
at the face of the seams, automatic 
drills which follow the cutting machines 
and bore uniform holes into which ex
plosives can be tamped so that the 
charge will loosen the coal and make 
ready for loading; electric loading ma
chines capable of scooplng up as much 
as 6 tons of coal a minute; and elec .. 
trically drawn shuttle cars that can 
carry 10 tons of coal from the working 
face to the underground railroad or 
conveyor belt along the main haulage .. 
way. That is compared with the BOO
pound coal car customarily used in Euro
pean mines. 

In West Virginia more than 4,000 coal .. 
cutting machines, 1,400 mobile loading 
machines, and 4,500 electric locomotives 
are owned -by our mining companies. 
Many were in use up until the time of 
the shutdown, but entirely too many are 
now idle because of the loss of markets. 

Efficient conveyor belts have also been 
installed, so that the coal will flow con .. 
tinuously from bed level to tipple. 

Surface mining has also been modern .. 
fzed in recent years. Giant drag lines 
and power shovels remove overburden 
from the veins, after which mechanical 
brooms sweep the exposed coal thor .. 
oughly before an explosive charge loos .. 
ens it for the smaller shovels to load 
onto trucks. Whether the coal comes 
from deep or surface mines, much of it 
is now mechanically cleaned before be .. 
ing sent to market. Coal preparation 
upgrades the product, gives maximum 
recovery of marketable coal from run .. 
of-mine, and makes a salable product 
from low-grade seams. There are in 
excess of 200 cleaning plants in West 
Virginia, some of them costing as much 
as $2 million each. In some of them the 
coal is first air-cleaned and then water .. 
cleaned. In some it is treated with a 
spray of hot oil, to lay the dust. 

Mine owners are not alone in investing 
in coal for their future. Members of our 
labor forces, confident that coal will al-

ways supply a substantial part of Amer .. 
ica's fuel needs, have established home .. 
sites in mining communities and ad
jacent areas. They have helped to build 
schools and set up other permanent fa
cilities for themselves and their children. 
I ask Senators to keep . these facts in 
mind when they are told by free-trade 
advocates that workers who lose their 
jobs because of competition from imports 
need only to move to centers of mass pro
duction in order to readjust themselves 
in the economic pattern. 

For some time we have been discussing 
the question of power and atomic energy, 
where power should be applied, and 
where atomic energy. It is like a man 
who bought a pair of cats and a pair of 
muskrats. He planned to get rich. He 
planned to raise the muskrats, skin them, 
feed the bodies to the cats, fatten the 
cats, kill the offspring of the cats, and 
feed them to the muskrats. 

Atomic power cannot be produced 
without power, and enough fissionable 
material to make atomic power cannot 
be produced without an additional ad
junct, and that adjunct must be coal, 
or a very satisfactory substitute. 

Such suggestions are not in conformity 
with basic American principles, for they 
would subordinate human beings to the 
status of inanimate tools in industry. 
Coal miners can not simply close the 
mine and move to the city. Suppose the 
mine is boarded up. Do Senators realize 
that a modern mine requires 40 or 50 men 
employed full time to keep it in workable 
condition when it is shut down? Yes; 
the mine can be abandoned. The pit 
mouth can be boarded up. That can be 
done on a farm. The farmer can stop 
cultivating a given field, and go back a 
year or 2 years later, plant a crop and 
harvest it. But that cannot be done in 
the case of a mine. After a few months 
the roof starts to fall. The top falls in. 
The track becomes unusable. Within a 
year a mine wiU deteriorate to such an 
extent that a year or 2 years are required 
to reopen the same mine. In fact, it 
would be simpler to open a new mine. 
That is what will happen, because the 
mining companies cannot continue to 
employ 40 or 50 men to keep a mine in 
standby condition, against the time of 
need when the mine will be needed to 
meet the demands for the production of 
steel, power, chemicals, high explosive 
powder, and other things of that kind. I 
say it is a mistake to suggest that mine
workers leave their homes and go to 
centers of mass production such as 
Chicago, Detroit, Pittsburgh, and other 
centers. 

If the production of coal is cut very 
much more, Pittsburgh will cease to be a 
center of mass production, because no 
steel will be manufactured. Our people 
desire to remain in West Virginia. There 
is no justification for permitting unnec
essary imports which trespass upon this 
prerogative. 

Let us see what we mean by unneces .. 
sary imports. Last year 136 million bar
rels of residual oil were shipped into the 
east coast of the United States from 
foreign markets-markets which would 
be interdicted to us in the event of war, 
by submarines, as we found them inter
dicted to us in World War II, when we 

had to rely largely on what we could 
produce ourselves. 
. That 136 million barrels was shipped 

to us from abroad, taking away profits to 
the extent of 27% percent depletion tax. 

Residual oil is a nuisance byproduct. 
It is similar to "bug dust" in a coal mine, 
except that we do not have to worry 
abcut "bug dust." However, · storage 
must be provided for oil. The producers 
get rid of it for any price they can get. 
Any price they can get for residual oil is 
money saved. 

Residual oil is what is left over in the 
refining process after gasoline and other 
products have been removed from crude 
oil. It is called· a waste product of the 
refining process-much the same as the 
sawdust which accumulates in a lumber 
mill, or the "bug dust' ' in a mine. 

Almost all the foreign residual oil en
tering this country originates in Vene
zuela, whose output is, for the most part, 
refined in Aruba and Curacao. These 
two small Dutch-owned islands are just 
off the coast of Venezuela, and their re
fineries are owned by two of the largest 
oil corporations. 

According to one chapter of the 
propaganda of the importing companies, 
importation is necessary to conserve the 
petroleum resources of this country. 
Strangely enough, however, it is not gas
oline and other more desirable products 
that are being imported into the United 
States in such large quantities. Of all 
the petroleum products exported from 
Venezuela and the insular refineries, 
only 4 percent of the gasoline and other 
higher grade products come to the 
United States, whereas 48 percent of the 
residual oil exports enter United States 
markets. 

These imports coming in deprive our 
people of work in the mines and take 
away the income tax which would oth .. 
erwise be paid by the workers. Inci
dentally, credit is claimed on the in .. 
come tax of the importer, by way of 
depletion allowance. 

The residual oil shipped into this 
country is used almost exclusively to 
compete with American-produced coal. 
It is used under boilers in large util
ities and industrial plants. It is not 
the oil we burn in our furnaces. That 
is American-produced oil, the higher 
grade. One must be an expert to know 
how to handle residual oil. Otherwise, 
he is troubled with flake, ash, soot, and 
everything else. 

The truth of the matter is that not a 
single gallon of foreign residual oil is 
needed in this country, nor will it be for 
centuries ahead. Bituminous coal, which 
makes up more than 90 percent of the 
Nation's total known energy resources, 
is sufficiently plentiful to last more than 
a thousand years. So long as our bitu
minous coal industry is permitted to 
flourish without illegal infringement 
from outside, our men and our mines 
will always be ready to supply every de .. 
mand. If, however, foreign residual oil 
has continued free access into 'this coun
try, we can anticipate nothing more than 
a prolonged deterioration of our coal 
industry, and the Lord only knows what 
would happen if the coal industry were 
in an inert condition when an emer
gency developed. As I have said, once 
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a mine is shut down, it very soon becomes 
worthless and cannot be reopened. 
Losses of coal f-rom falling roofs run into 
billions of tons in the case of a general 
shutdown. 

The influx of residual oil began incon
spicuously enough with a total of 45 mil
lion barrels in 1946, at a time when coal 
was occupied with supplying the abnor
mal demands of America's sensational 
postwar industrial expansion, and when 
Europe was in greatest need of coal from 
our mines to supplement her own re
stricted production. But as this country 
leveled off to a more normal existence, 
imported residual oil began to cut sharp
ly into the traditional outlets for bitu-· 
minous coal. By 1949, when residual 
oil imports reached 74 million l>arrels, it 
became evident that something must be 
done to provide protection for America's 
mines and miners, railroads and railroad 
workers, and for every other industry 
and working force vulnerable to these 
products from alien refineries. 

Let me say to Senators from wheat
growing States that the income which 
the railroads receive for hauling coal en
ables them to accord lower rates for 
hauling wheat, corn, and other grains. 

If the railroads had to depend on the 
hauling of grain, cotton, and other agri
cultural products, the farmers would 
find in a very short time that their rail 
rates would have to be increased. The 
railroads which have been the most 
profitable are those which have had large 
coal tonnages to haul. 

The United States Senate took cog
nizance of this condition when a subcom
mittee of the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare conducted hearings into 
the causes of unemployment in early 
1950. I had the privilege of appearing 
before that committee as a witness, and I 
also sat in whenever possible to hear 
testimony from various business leaders, 
union representatives, and members of 
the Congress and local governments-all 
of whom echoed the warning that there 
would be growing distress in coal com
munities and that our industrial might 
would be greatly weakened if the situa
tion were permitted to continue. 

These predictions have without ques
tion been borne out in the succeeding 
years, for in 1953 residual oil imports 
rose to a record 136 billion barrels-
the equivalent in energy value of 33 mil
lion tons of bituminous coal. 

To bituminous coal producers the 
resultant loss was $155 million; to coal 
miners it was $79 million; railroad reve
nue which failed to materialize as a con
sequence of these imports amounted to 
$88 million, half of which would have· 
gone to railroad labor. Those are not 
figures picked out of a hat. They are 
based on reports by such Government 
agencies as the Bureau of Labor Statis
tics, the Bureau of Mines, and the Inter
state Commerce Commission. 

These figures, incidentally, do not in
clude an additional 18 million tons of 
coal equivalent that comes from foreign· 
crude oil that is imported into the United 
States and refined here. 

What is so amazing about this situa
tion· is that the administration chooses 
to ignore these conditions while showin~ 

increasing concern for indus.tries abroad .. 
You recall that only a month ago we 
made available to the Coal and .Steel 
Community of Western Europe $100 mil
lion to be used for its industries, which, 
in effect, amounts to the creation-with 
our own funds-of greater competition 
for American coal. 

When the White House sent its mes-
sage on foreign economic policy to Con
gress in March of this year, Tom Pickett. 
executive vice president of the National 
Coal Association and a former member 
of Congress from Texas, remarked that 
one particularly significant aspect of the 
message was the President's reference to 
the remarkable headway that other 
countries have made with United States 
assistance since the end of World War II. 
Mr. Pickett then addeA: -

Unfortunately, the same cannot be said of 
all basic indust ries in our own country. It 
is ironic that so much concern is shown for 
everyone else in the world while the eco
nomic decline in America's coal regions goes 
u~noticed. 

While none of us, I am sure, objects -to 
assisting our friends in whatever way it 
is feasible and practical, I think it is im
portant that Congress recognize to what 
extent our aid has cut the American coal 
industry's markets abroad. It is partic
ularly ironic that, at a time when so little 
coal is now being shipped overseas, the 
Foreign Operations Administration 
should announce-on July 6-that it 
was authorizing a total of $37* miliion 
for the purchase of gasoline, crude oil, 
diesel oil, and other petroleum products 
to be used in Norway and Turkey. Some 
of this material is to be purchased in 
Latin and South America, while other 
products will come directly from the 
United States and its possessions. 

In view of the vital part that the 
American coal industry has taken in the 
reconstruction of Western Europe, we 
may wonder how the present plight of 
this industry can be so easily ignored 
by the administration. 

In further illustration, let me say that 
recently one of the mining companies in 
West Virginia bid on a 2 million ton 
order for coal in the Netherlands, and 
it bid against European competition. 
The company submitted the lowest bid 
by $2 a ton delivered in the Netherlands. 
The next lowest bid was made by an 
English company, which bid $2 more, 
and that company got the contract for 
the coal. Of course they were paid in 
guilders or in trade, but they did get the 
order. It shows that we can produce 
coal cheaper. However, it is impossible 
to beat the bottomless pit of no cost. 
I do not say just low cost. I say no 
cost to the producer, which is the case 
with residual oil. 

After V-E Day, Germany's coai fields 
were split by diplomatic and .military 
negotiations, with only half of her po
tential production remaining outside the 
Russian perimeter of influence. Great 
Britain's socialized coal industry, unable 
to meet production schedules, did little 
to contribute to meeting the overall 
needs in the immediate postwar years. 
France, Belgium, and the Netherlands 
tried desperately to overcome the deficit 
between demand . and supply, but their 
combined capacities were totally inade-

quate. The 16 million tons of bituminous 
coal shipped to Europe in 1946 were in
creased to 36% million tons the follow
ing year. 

The United States sent money, equip
ment, and teams of engineers into the 
allied nations in an effort to raise effi
ciency . and increase production as 
quickly as possible. At the same time 
we arranged for European government 
officials, coal industry executives, and 
mine labor representatives to visit our 
mines for first-hand information on 
how we were able to produce more than 
three times as much coal per man-day 
as any other country in the world. As 
a consequence, by 1948 the need for 
American coal had again begun to de
cline, and in 1950 our shipments to 
Europe amounted to less than one mil
lion tons. 

What actually happened was that our 
operators could not accept foreign 
currency, and no provision was made 
for it, so that we could not compete, and 
it was therefore necessary for the 
foreign countries to buy with soft cur
rency, as was the case with the Neth
erlands Government, because of cur
rency restrictions. 

The impact of the war in Korea and 
icy temperatures in Europe once again 
changed the picture across the Atlantic. 
By November of 1950 the domestic 
stocks in England had diminished to a 
critical low, while at the same time most 
of our friends on the Continent found 
that they would be unable to meet win
ter demands without American help. 

That is one I cannot understand. If 
the American oil companies would take 
the residual oil, which they are dumping 
in the United States, and sell it to Euro
pean botels and apartment houses and 
homes, where one is never really warm, 
instead of putting the coal industry out 
of business in the United States, Europe 
would be better off, the oil companies 
would be better off, and we would be 
better off. 

· Ireland was faced with a crisis because 
of the gloomy picture in Great Britain, 
her regular supplier. Italy announced 
that sharp cuts and rationing for indus
try were inevitable unless American coal 
was made available. From The Hague 
came word that Netherlands output of 
coal was well below expected, and that 
the country's economy was imperiled 
because of lower imports from Germany 
and Great Britain. France and West 
Germany also faced a crisis. 

With the general situation becoming 
increasingly more alarming, a meeting 
to discuss . the shortages was held by the 
United Nations Economic Commission, 
in Geneva, shortly before Christmas. 
Representatives came from Austria, Bel
gium, Czechoslavakia, Denmark, Fin
land, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Po
land, Portugal, Switzerland, Great Brit
ain, Yugoslavia, and the United States. 
When total supplies were calculated and 
subtracted from total needs, an immedi
ate call was sent to the United States to 
ship as much coal as possible without 
delay, 

Once more America's mines and 
miners came to the rescue and, as soon 
as ships were available, vast tonnages 
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were loaded at American ports and hur
ried into the needed areas. In 1951, a 
total of 37 million tons of coal was ex
ported from the United States. In 
1952-as a result of a warmer winter in 
Europe and heavier output in the mines 
of Great Britain and the Continent
our overseas shipments declined to 26 
million tons. Last year, the figure was 
14% million tons and a further decline 
is anticipated for 1954. 

Europe has little need for American 
coal at the present time, and certainly 
it wants none of it coming in at the ex
pense of employment over there. I ask 
Senators to note that fact. They want 
nothing coming in at the expense of 
employment over there. Only in this 
country do we find an administration so 
little concerned with unemployment that 
unnecessary and injurious imports are 
permitted unlimited entry into our mar
kets. 

It must be understood that in the han
dling of residual oil there is practically 
no labor involved. It is all done me
chanically. Of course, it is impossible 
to collect any income tax from a tank 
truck or a barge. 

To visualize the amount of last year's 
imports of residual oil, picture a train 
made up of more than half a million 
railroad tank cars-which, incidentally, 
is 3% times the total number of tank 
cars on all the railroads in the United 
States. That train would extend all the 
way from New York to San Francisco 
and back to Charleston. To the rail
roads that train would represent quite a 
business. That would represent the 
amount of residual oil that is imported. 

But, of course, no such business will be 
realized as long as we permit this foreign 
fuel to inundate our fuel markets. For
eign oil is not shipped by railroads. It 
comes in tankers, some of which hold a 
quarter-million barrels, and it is un
loaded at ports handy to consumers so 
that American transportation industries 
and workers have little opportunity to 
benefit from it. Most of these tankers, 
I might add, fly foreign flags which-so 
far as we are concerned-may as well be 
the Jolly Roger, for, indeed, they are 
literally pirating off America's economic 
well-being. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. LANGER. Is that any different 

from shipping in wool from Argentina or 
shipping in meat from Argentina? 

Mr. KILGORE. It is not one bit dif
ferent, I may say to my distinguished 
colleague from North Dakota. I think 
it is up to us to take care of our domestic 
production in order to provide work for 
our people. If we need anything in ex
cess, then let us buy what we need. 

Mr. LANGER. Does not the Senator 
agree with me that the mercury mines 
of this country were closed and that 
mercury has come in from foreign 
countries? 

Mr. KILGORE. I would say to my 
distinguished friend that I am not fa
miliar with the mercury-mining field. I 
cannot answer that question. 

Mr. LANGER. Is it not true that an
timony, tungsten, lead, and zinc are be
ing shipped in from Spain and Portugal 

and other foreign countries, while our 
mines are being closed up? 

Mr. KILGORE. I think the Senator 
is correct. I know that there is tung
sten in the Appalachian Mountains 
within a short distance from the city of 
Washington which is not being mined. 
Tungsten is being shipped in from Afri
ca and other countries. 

However, may I say to the Senator 
that while it is being shipped in from 
abroad, there is no income tax exemp
tion on the profits of those foreign ship
ments, as there is on foreign shipments 
of oil. There is a 27% percent depletion 
tax on oil. 

Mr. LANGER. The Senator from 
North Dakota voted against that 27 Y2 
percent depletion tax. 

Mr. KILGORE. I am well aware of 
that. 

Mr. LANGER. The Senator remem
bers the fight we had with reference to it. 

Mr. KILGORE. Yes; I do. 
Mr. LANGER. We received a mes

sage from former President Hoover ask
ing us to repeal it and saying that one 
man had made several million dollars 
profit and yet he had paid no income tax 
at all. 

Mr. KILGORE. That is correct. 
Mr. LANGER. All of these other 

products are in exactly the same diffi
culty as is the coal in West Virginia. 

Mr. KILGORE. When the coal in
dustry is injured in the State of West 
Virginia, I feel as if my corns had been 
stepped on, just as when wheat and rye 
and barley and other grains are in diffi
culty in other States, the Senators from 
those States feel as if their corns were 
being stepped on. I think we must al
ways appraise the foreign trade policy. 
If all Senators whose corns are stepped 
on would howl as loudly as I do, we 
might accomplish something. 

Mr. LANGER. We took up the matter 
of rye imports from Canada and found 
that Canada was shipping to the United 
States over 12 million bushels of rye in 
6 months. At the very peak we produce 
in this country approximately 23 million 
bushels. I know the Senator from West 
Virginia is aware of the fact that mil
lions of bushels of barley were import
ed when there was an acreage quota on 
our farmers, with the result that barley 
is going into the Commodity Credit Cor
poration, and with the further result 
that every time a farmer gets a loan on 
his barley the so-called loss of the Com
modity Credit Corporation is piled up, 
and our friends in the East yell that 
there is another great loss due to the 
fact that the farmers have support 
prices. Is not that correct? 

Mr. Kll..GORE. That is correct. 
Mr .. LANGER. I wondered why the 

distinguished Senator kept on talking 
about coal and did not mention rye or 
barley or wheat, which the farmers in 
the 'Middlewest and the Northwest have 
been talking about for years. I see here 
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon
sin [Mr. WILEY], who talks about dairy 
products and shows that the dairy situa
tion is exactly similar to the situation 
of coal. 

Mr. KllnORE. I think about coal all 
the time, and I say to both distinguished 
Senators that when the coal miners of 

my State cannot buy the dairy products 
of the State of the Senator from Wis
consin and cannot buy rye, wheat, and 
corr, it is bad for the producers in Wis
consin and North Dakota. So it is time 
for other Senators to help solve our coal 
problem. 

Mr. President, as one of the presidents 
of the United Mine Workers has said, 
"Each of those big tankers is bringing 
discharge papers for more than 200 min
ers for a full year." Add to these miners 
the railroad workers, members of allied 
industries, and local business employees 
who lose their jobs tc foreign oil, and 
you will find that it does not take many 
of these tankers to bring enough dis
charge papers to pauperize scores of com
munities that would otherwise be eco
nomically sound. 

To examine further the impact of re
sidual oil on the railroad industry, let 
us consider these excerpts from a state
ment in the Trainmen News for last June 
15: 

The continued increase in the number of 
barrels of imported residual oil refiects itself 
directly in the decrease in railroad employ
ment in the Eastern section of the country. 
Current figures on residual oil imports for 
1954, up to and including May 8, indicate 
so far this year there have been imported 
53,023,600 barrels. This figure equals 12,-
824,600 tons of coal, using the ratio of 4.167 
barrels of residual oil as being equivalent to 
1 ton of bituminous coal. 

Most of the coal, which is being replaced 
by this imported oil, originates in the East
ern, Allegheny, and Pocohantas regions of 
the coal-producing area. Reports of the As
sociation of American Railroads indicate that 
85 percent of all coal shipments in these 
three regions move by rail. Assuming that 
coal had replaced the 53 million barrels of 
oil imported so far this year (May 8), this 
would have resulted in the increased ship
ment of more than 12,824,600 tons of coal by 
rail, using the 85 percent figure of the AAR, 
all of which was lost to rail traffic. 

Incidentally, when coal rail traffic suf
fers, the loss has to be charged against 
some other freight, and that means it 
will cost more to move corn, wheat, and 
other products. 

Reading further: 
To take the matter further, this loss in the 

first 4 months of this year of the shipment 
of nearly 13 million tons of coal by rail re
sults in the loss of 213,743 carloads of coal, 
based on the loading of 60 tons of coal to a 
carload. The AAR states a coal haul aver
ages about 300 miles per car from the mine 
to the consumer on the Atlantic seaboard. 
Using 80 cars per train for an average, the 
213,743 carloads would equal about 2,671 
trains. Since railroad operating employees 
are paid on a 100-mile basis, and the average 
mine haul is 300 miles, the actual loss would 
justly be 3 times the 2,671 trains, or 8,013 
trains or train crews. 

But this still is not the complete picture. 
We have spoken so far only of carloads of 
coal lost. The other side of this movement 
is the hauling of empty cars to mines for the 
transportation of coal to consumers. 

I wish Senators could see in my State 
the freight cars piled up in the mine 
yards and on sidings, empty cars, rust
ing away. 

I continue reading: 
To obtain the whole effect, and to deter

mine the total number of trains and crews 
displaced by this operation, the number o! 
8,013 trains must be doubled, since there 
would be a like number of movements of 
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empty cars to the mines before there could 
be the same movement of loaded cars out of 
the mines. By this process we- see that a 
total of 16,026 trains are affected. 

There are not less than 5 employees on 
each train crew; after multiplying this by 
the number of trains affected, we discover 
this equals 80,130 man-days lost. 

If residual oil were not imported, its uses 
would not totally be replaced by coal. But 
the increase in railroad employment in road 
train and engine service would be in direct 
proportion to whatever degree the importa
tion of oil subsides and its replacement by 
coal is effected. 

There are nearly as many yard train and 
engine employees in the service of the rail
road industry as there are road train and 
engine service employees, so the number of 
train and enginemen concerned and affected 
would be twice the number of only road train 
and engine men. 

It is easy to see how far-reaching the 
effects of the replacement of coal by im
ported oil can be when we consider these 
combined road and yard operating employees 
constitute only one-seventh of the total 
number of employees on the railroad. The 
loss in employment in the operating depart
ments has its chain reaction to a much more 
serious degree on the nonoperating side. 

Comparative carloading reports for the 
three prominent coal-producing regions, the 
eastern, Allegheny, and Pocahontas, corrob
orate the disastrous effect the limitless im
portation of oil has on railroad economy. 

Selecting the week ending May 8, there was 
a weekly loss in cars loaded in 1954 as com
pared with the same week in 1953 of 5,124 
carloads in the eastern region, 6,994 in the 
Allegheny region, and 7,840 in the Poca
hontas region. Projecting this figure over 
the 18-week period encompassed by the 52,-
023,600 barrels of oil imported so far this 
year, the carloading loss could be approxi
mately 145,000 carloads for this short period . 

There you have, Mr. President, an 
analysis of the disastrous effects of im
ports of residual oil on the railroad in
dustry as presented by a union whose · 
members are among the principal victims 
of this foreign product. I could cite page 
after page of testimony from individual 
oil operators whose very business exist
ence is also seriously threatened because 
of the selfish practices of the large inter
national petroleum companies, but this 
is a story with which everyone from the 
major oil-producing States is so familiar 
that I shall forego details. Instead, I 
should like to discuss briefly one of the 
implications of residual oil imports that 
is of primary concern to each of us re
gardless of which part of the country or 
which State we represent. 

There has just been placed on my desk 
by one of my colleagues a news item from 
the New York Journal of Commerce. 
The date is not shown, but it is a recent 
issue. I read: 

Total oil burner sales for 1954 were ex
pected to rise to 800,000 units, according 
to an advance report from Fueloil & Oil 
Heat • • •. 

June sales were divided as follows: New 
homes, 21,583; replacements of old oil burn
ers, 7,748, and conversions from other fuels, 
27,892. 

That was in 1 month. 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from West Virginia yield fur
ther? 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. LANGER. Speaking of unem

ployment in coal mines, would not that 

unemployment have been much worse if 
John L. Lewis had not organized the 
miners? 

Mr. KILGORE. I think the Senator 
is unquestionably correct. His organi
zation has always cooperated with the 
operating companies in adopting new 
improvements which reduce the cost of 
mining and speed up the production of 
coal per man, so that there is a high 
man-hour rate. Many shortsighted men 
in Mr. Lewis' position would say, "No; we 
want more men on our rolls, and not so 
much coal per man." 

Mr. LANGER. May I inquire whether 
John L. Lewis and his organization are 
to a great extent responsible for safety 
devices in coal mines? 

Mr. KILGORE. Unquestionably that 
is true. They work harder on safety 
than almost anyone else, because it in
volves the lives of their members. They 
keep experimental work going on all the 
time. They have safety experts going 
around, as the Senator from North Da
kota well knows. In the national coal 
inspection bill, we provided that a copy 
of the report be furnished to the United 
Mine Workers in case anything defective 
is found in a mine by Federal inspectors, 
so they can try to take care of it. 

While I have found it most difficult to 
follow the capricious plans which the 
Secretary of State has laid out for us in 
any given period, my interpretation of 
recent statements by the distinguished 
Secretary, the Chief of Naval Operations, 
and other high-ranking administration 
officials, is that the national defense! 
should be operated on an around-the
clock alert status. We have learned by 
experience in the past months that our 
intentions are subject to change with
out notice, but there is no ambiguity in 
the warning that we cannot relax so 
long as the current international tension 
persists. With the sustained encroach
ment of Red forces into Indochina, ad
ministration forces have finally aban
doned the theme song that they have 
successfully prevented any enslavement 
of free people. Meanwhile, we are at
tempting to negotiate a pact for the pro
tection of the threatened states of In
donesia, Australia, New Guinea, and 
New Zealand. The fact remains, too, 
that the Philippines, Formosa; Japan, 
and South Korea continue to be in immi
nent danger, and nothing has appeared 
in Europe or the Middle East to lessen 
the explosive atmosphere in those sec
tors. Our own military forces are sta
tioned in strategic places in Europe, 
Africa, Asia, and South America, and 
we have established bases within close 
proximity of the North Pole to intercept 
any surprise attack that might be 
launched from that direction. 

In view of these and countless other 
means designed in behalf of the secu
·rity of this Nation, I do not believe that 
anyone would take issue with the ad
monition that basic industries should not 
be permitted to be knocked out during 
this grave period. 

What concerns me, however, is 
whether our administration leaders and 
our military planners are wholly aware 
of the fact that coal is one of the most 
Vital ingredients of any mobilization 
program. We are shown blueprints of 

how much steel can be produced if neces
sary, but the designers fail to point out 
that there will be no steel at all if coal 
is not available. Perhaps the oversight 
is the result of the inclination to take 
for granted an ample supply of coal, and 
that our planners are willing to assume 
that there will be a sufficiency of coal to 
take care of all emergency needs. On 
the other hand, there is a distinct proba
bility that coal's place in a war economy 
is simply not understood by those re
sponsible for outlining the program. 

Certainly our friends the British have 
long realized coal's important role in 
this regard. During World War I Prime 
Minister Lloyd George made this state
ment: 

In peace and in war, King Coal is the 
paramount lord of industry. It enters into 
every article of consumption and utility. 

In World War II, Winston Churchill 
said: 

War is made with steel and steel is made 
from coal. • • • Coal is the foundation and, 
to a very large extent, the measure of our 
whole war effort. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from West Virginia yield? 

Mr. KILGORE. I gladly yield for a 
question by my distinguished colleague 
from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. If, as has already 
been very clearly demonstrated, the 
jeopardy of our position is no less seri
ous in relation to the encroachment or 
aggression of the Soviet forces-and I 
think that ha~ been very clearly demon
strated-is it not highly important that 
we keep ourselves strong militarily, and, 
assuming that as a thesis which nobody 
can very well deny, is it not necessary 
that we have the means to produce the 
military equipment and many other 
things in sufficient quantities and of 
sufficient quality in connection with 
which coal certainly plays a very great 
role? 

Mr. KILGORE. I thank the Senator 
for that question, and he is absolutely 
correct. It is a part of our national de
fense for the future to keep our coal 
industry alive and capable of being 
geared into high speed when it is neces
sary. 

We must keep our mines operating at 
least at a minimum, in order to keep 
them alive and ready to go. That can be 
done in our economy by -carefully bal
ancing the fuel we use without hurting 
anything. The Senator is entirely cor
rect. 

The Franco-Prussian War was started 
by Germany, because Germany wanted 
the iron of Alsace-Lorraine together with 
the coal of the Ruhr, since the separa
tion of the iron from the coal made it 
impossible to produce steel in Germany. 
The French, not having coal, except in 
the Saar Basin, were precluded from 
using their own iron ore, as were Luxem
bourg, and, to a great extent, Belgium. 
The first move made in World War I by 
the Germans was to corner the coal and 
ore. In World War II Hitler put an iron 
curtain down to cut off the steel mills of 
France from the coal of the Ruhr, and 
:made a deal with Sweden to buy oil from 
Sweden until he could capture the mines 
in Alsace-Lorraine. In the past century 
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practically all European wars have ·been 
concerned with coal and iron ore. 

Mr. LEHMAN. . Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further for a question? · 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. LEHMAN. All of us, of course, 

have known and have been interested in 
the organization set up by some of the 
European countries, known as the Schu
man plan for the unified production of 
iron and steel; but is it not a fact that 
plan has very definitely recognized the 
intimate and close relationship between 
the production of steel in the Ruhr and 
the production of coal in the Saar? 

Mr. KILGORE. I thank the Senator 
for that contribution. He is absolutely 
correct. In my opinion, the Schuman 
plan is a wonderful cornerstone for a 
peaceful ahd complete understanding 
between the countries of Europe and a 
working together of those countries for 
the mutual benefit of all, and an inte
gration of industry for the mutual bene
fit of all. I think the Schuman plan 
is a wonderful plan and will do a way 
with the shallow bickering that has gone 
on about the Saar, the Ruhr, and Lux
embourg. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KTI...GORE. I yield to the Senator 
from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. Is it not true that the 
entire Schuman plan will be disrupted 
unless there is an international agree
ment on atomic energy? 

Mr. KILGORE. I think there is a 
danger of that. 

Mr. LANGER. Will the Senator tell 
us how atomic energy is going to affect 
the coal business in the State of West 
Virginia? 

Mr. KILGORE. I may say to the Sen
ator from North Dakota that, in my 
humble opinion, the development of 
atomic energy will not affect the coal 
business adversely in the State of West 
Virginia or anywher.e else. It will make 
a tremendous amount of power accessible 
at key points, but for general use of 
power, for steam, steel production, and 
matters of that kind, atomic energy will 
never interfere with or take the place of 
coal, any more than residual oil will take 
the place of coal, because coke cannot be 
made from oil. 

On the other hand, coal is going to 
be necessary in the production of atomic 
energy, because in the reduction plants 
there will be available a great amount 
of power, and in order that it may be 
firm, steady power, it will have to be 
firmed up by steam plants. In a great 
number of area~. steam produced from 
coal will be cheaper than atomic energy, 
because there will not be involved the 
problem of storage or the problem of ob
taining water. In most places, water is 
readily accessible. Under some of the 
new processes being developed many by
products will be obtained from coal be
fore steam will be obtained. Eventually, 
steam plants using coal will cost prac-
tically as little to run as hydro plants. 
However, coal-burning plants produce 
steadily during a period of 24 hours, 
whereas the hydro plants have the great 
advantage of peak power. A valve is 
turned on, and a large amount of power 

i~i available, and then the· valve is turned · 
off. 

Mr. LANGER. We have been reading 
about and hearing of cheap atomic power 
when it is finally available. If that is 
true, how can power made by using coal 
compete with atomic power? 

Mr. KILGORE. Unless a new sub
stance is found to produce the neces
sary fissionable material, I cannot see 
how cheap power from atomic energy 
can ever replace the need for coal. It 
may be possible when a new substance 
is discovered from which to make the 
fissionable material. However, using 
pres~nt methods, atomic energy cannot 
replace the need for coal. 

Mr. LANGER. I am sure the Sen
ator has read that England is produc
ing atomic power wlth which to run 
some of her ships. I believe they are 
experimenting with the use of atomic 
power to run the ships instead of using 
coal for that purpose. Why will not 
the use of atomic power cut down the 
use of coal? 

Mr. KILGORE. So far as that is con-
cerned, the use of atomic energy in our 
ships would not affect the use of coal, 
because our ships use oil at the present 
time. Frankly, I think the use of atomic 
energy for use on ships would be un
economic because we must realize that 
the cost of producing a little bit of fis
sionable material is pretty high. While 
such power could be used on ships of 
war, where expense does not count, or 
in airplanes, or other weapons of war, 
I do not believe that as yet power can 
be produced from atomic energy as 
cheaply as it can be produced from nat
ural fuels which do not need a very ex
pensive refining process, which of itself 
requires a tremendous amount of power 
which must be generated either from 
hydro or steam power. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the Senator 
for yielding. 

Mr. KILGORE. Why is so much more. 
coal needed during times of hostility? 
Consider the case of steel alone. As I 
have said earlier, a ton of coal is needed 
for every ton of steel to be produced. 
Our coal economists, working with the 
Department of Defense, have deter
mined that an average of 200 tons of 
coal go into the making of the steel and 
aluminum for each B-36 that comes oti 
the production line. For a Walker Bull
dog tank, 50 tons of coal are required. 
Eight hundred tons of coal are used to 
produce the steel necessary to build a 
submarine, and in the case of a big air
craft carrier some 50,000 tons of coal are 
required. 

Yes, you need coal to make steel for 
vehicles of war and for weapons of war. 
Almost half of the 68 million gallons of 
'toluene, which is the second T in TNT, 
produced in the United States in 1951", 
when we were engaged in the Korean 
conflict, came from coal. Coal is also 
used in the manufacture of cement, in 
canning plants, textile mills, other as~ 
sorted industries, and lor a thousand and 
one other uses. It also produces heat for 
more than 13 million dwelling units in 
the United States. It generates 65 per
cent of all the electric power produced by 
fue~ ' 

'While consumption' by' railroads is off 
considerably from what it was a decade 
ago, many of the lines still use coal to 
power locomotives and most of them use 
it in their shops and office buildings. 
One of our great railroads, the Norfolk 
and Western, u::;es coal exclusively for 
locomotive power. The N. & W. has a 
total of 274 freight, 46 passenger, and 
124 ser•.rice coal-burning steam locomo
tives in use at the present time, and is 
now road-testing the world's largest sin
gle unit locomotive, a coal-burning steam 
turbine electric. · 

Coal-burning steam locomotives pro
vide the power for 90 percent of all traffic 
on the New York, Chicago, and St. Louis 
line-more popularly known as the Nick
el Plate. This line has a total of 283 
coal-burning steam locomotives in serv
ice. The Illinois Central, while perform
ing most of its passenger and yard serv
ice with diesels, uses coal in the move
ment of more than 85 percent of its 
freight tonnage, and has a total of 870 
steam locomotives in use. The Virgin
ian Railway owns no diesels at all. Its 
104 coal-burning locomotives handle 100 
percent of the passenger service and 66 
percent of the freight transportation, 
the remainder being moved by electric 
locomotives. The Chicago & Illinois Mid
land, which also owns no diesels, has 
31 steam locomotives in service during 
1953 and used coal exclusively to move 
its passenger, freight, and yard traffic. 

I present this information to give you 
an idea of to what extent the Nation's 
economy is already dependent upon the 
coal industry. And now I come to the 
que3tion: "What would happen to this 
country if we were to become involved in 
another war while the coal industry was 
not operating at a high level of produc
tion and could not accelerate its output 
in proportion to the sudden increa::e in 
demand?'' 

I wish to refresh the memory of my 
colleagues. I am sure they all remember 
the time when we furloughed men from 
the Army so that they could work in 
copper and coal mines. We practically 
took such men off the fighting front if 
they had any mining experience and 
sent them back to the United States in 
order that they could produce metals 
and coal. That is how valuable such 
products were to us in time of war. 

During the current period of interna
tional uncertainty, mines should be 
maintained on a ready basis and new 
exploration and development should be 
encouraged. 

For instance, the New River Co. in my 
State, during the period between World 
War I and World Warn; carried on a 
certain definite percentage of explora
tion work. When business was a little 
·slack, it would drive ahead and open up 
new working places. When the pressure 
of World Warn came, the company was 
able to double its working force, because 
it had the new working places developed. 

That sort of thing must be encour
aged if we are going to look to the 
future. But, unfortunately, this is not 
the ~ase: . There . have . been 'scores of 
mines forced to close in the past sev:. 
·eral year~. and many of them will never 
be reopened. Let me ·call your atten· 
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tion to what happens when a coal mine 
is closed for any length of time. 

Unless pumps are kept in constant 
operation during_shutdowns, under ordi
nary conditions most of the mines of 
this country will fill up with water and 
erosive action will begin to take place. 
When the mine is to be reopened the 
first job is to send in pumps and begin 
the dewatering process. Weeks and even 
months are required to complete this 
work, even when the most modern pumps 
are used. 

After all the water has been removed, 
it will still be a long time until the mine 
is ready to be reopened. The impounded 
water will have caused bad roof condi
tions to develop. When ventilation is 
returned as the water is pumped out, 
the air that comes in contact with the 
roof produces disintegration. As a con
sequence, the bad roof must be taken 
out, along with the bad timber, and new 
timber must be installed. Only after 
the roof has been made safe -can the 
mechanical repair work begin. This 
will include the reinstallation of tracks, 
rewiring, and the bringing in of new 
equipment. Even then-before -produc
tion can get under way-falls must be 
cleaned up and brattices constructed. 

Assuming that after perhaps a year, 
the mine is ready to resume operations, 
who is going to produce the coal if dur
ing the interim period the miners have 
moved to other areas? 

A miner who has learned another 
trade is not going to go back to the 
mines. He is going to stay on the out
side. He is hot going to go back under
ground. A new group of miners will 
have to be trained. 

Today's labor forces in the coal mines 
· are made up of skilled workers who have 
become proficient through years of 
training and experience. Many of our 
electrical, mechanical, and safety engi
neers ·are college trained. 

I used to command a National Guard 
battalion in the emil area. Practically 
all the members of the battalion worked 
in the mines. Ninety percent of them 
were high-school graduates. That is a 
pretty high percentage in any field. In 
the State of West Virginia a person has 
to pass an examination and have 12 
months' experience under an experienced 
miner before he is permitted · to work 
in a mine, unless he is under the guid
ance of a man with whom he has served. 
In other words, they are experienced 
men. It takes a year to train them. 

At West Virginia University, in Mor
gantown, we have one of ·the Nation's 
foremost institutions of higher learning 
which offers excellent courses on all 
phases of mining. 

For those who do not continue their 
education on the campus, the university's 
school of mining extension department 
appoints instructors in the various min
ing districts that conduct classes in such 
subjects as mine gases and their control, 
mine ventilation, the handling of ex
plosives, timbering and roof control, 
drainage and pumping, the State mining 
laws, the principles of foremanship, and 
other subjects in the interest· of safety 
and e11iciency. 

c-718 

~ 1\lr. LEindAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? . 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield to the Senator 
from New York for a question. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder whether the 
Senator knows that the safety methods 
or procedures which have been devel
oped in the mines of West Virginia and 
in some of the other States have lleen 
of tremendous importance to the devel
opment of safety measures in many 
other industries throughout the country. 

I recall that when I was Governor of 
my State, for years we had been fight
ing for an adequate law to prevent sil
icosis, and to provide proper and ade
quate compensation for those stricken 
with silicosis. I found at that time that 
the experience gained in the mines of 
West Virginia and other great coal pro
ducing States--
. Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
do not like to raise a point of order, but 
under the rules of the Senate a Senator 
who has the floor is permitted to yield 
only for a question. This has been col
loquy, rather than a question. 

Mr. KILGORE. The Senator from 
New York is asking me a question. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder whether the 
Senator from West Virginia is familiar 
with the great help which we in New 
York-and undoubtedly other States as 
well-received because of the experience 
he has referred to in .west Virginia. 

Mr. KILGORE. I do know that many 
States have sent men to our school of 
mines for study. Many have come from 
other States to study the methods which 
we use in the mines, such as water spray
ing during drilling, and various other 
methods. Many of our laws have been 
copied in the laws of other States which 
have industries in which an accumula
tion of dust is involved, dust which can 
be inhaled by workers. Much of the in
formation thus obtained has been re
flected in various State codes. 

I can remember when mining was done 
with mules and picks and good strong 
backs. Candles were used for light, and 
i:niners used to shoot with unslaked lime. 
A hole was poured full of unslaked lime 
and water was poured over it and dirt 
tamped into the hole quickly. The gas 
from the lime would build up su11icient 
pressure to shoot the coal. Now we use 
gas cartridges. Everything is done to 
safeguard the miner. Miners wear elec
tric lights on their caps. There are 
many other safety devices which .have 
been developed gradually as a result of 
experience. · 

The head of our Bureau of Mines is. a 
very wonderful man who has worked in 
that field all his life. I have seen him 
in some pretty bad explosions. He is 
still Chief of the Bureau of Mines. I 
hope he will remain in that position as 
long as he is able. . 

As I have said, we have extension 
courses, in which we take the students 
into the mines and hold evening classes. 
The West Virginia State College at In- . 
stitute, W. Va., provides education and 
training through a most modern exten
sion service. It brings a mobile class
room-a station wagon containing a va
riety of mining equipment--to isolated 
communities where men and boys want 

to learn more about working in the 
mines. It has a library of textbooks and 
other literature on mining, an anemome.:. 
-ter, and a fan for instruction in air meas.:. 
urement, safety lamps, and many other 
items necessary for laboratory study. 

In Mercer County Vocational High 
School, at Bluefield, boys learn track
laying, ventilation, timbering, and other 
trades leading to mining careers. 

When we shut down that industry and 
Jose the working force in West Vir
gmia, Pennsylvania, Kentucky, and 
other States which it has taken half a 
century to build up, and when those 
miners get into other industries and get 
away from us, we shall be unable tore
open those mines in 6 months· or a year. 
We shall have trouble getting the men 
to go in and open them up. It is hazar
dous work, and people do not like to work 
underground in the dark when they can 
work on the surface where it is light. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. Does the State univer

sity in West Virginia offer scholarships 
to those who wish to become experts in 
the mining business? 

Mr. KILGORE. Yes, it does. 
Mr. LANGER. What are the require

ments? 
Mr. KILGORE. Practically all our 

young men who grow up in the mining 
areas are high school graduates. There 
are many scholarships. The coal com
panies finance some of them. Men who 
have made money in the coal business 
finance some. The college itself gives 
some. Scholarships are given to men 
who make high grades and show a nat
ural aptitude for the work. Most of the 
scholarships go to men who, it is hoped, 
wil later become instructors. 

Mr. LANGER. Just how are the 
scholarships paid for? 

Mr. KILGORE. As I say, many of 
them are given by cooperating com
panies. The same companies make sub
stantial contributions to the experi
mental work in colleges and mines by 
paying a part of the costs of experimen
tal work. Sometimes they submit their 
problems to the schools. A number of 
the colleges give scholarships, as do 
many of the companies. They are dis-.. 
pensed to local young men who want 
to go into the coal-mining business. 
Incidentally, I think there have been 1 
or 2 scholarships under our own Science 
Foundation, given for research work in 
chemical and other fields. 

But these men, with all the training. 
are not going to remain in mining com
munities if there is no employment for 
them. We have already lost hundreds 
upon hundreds of artisans that should 
be on hand to participate in a program 
of increased production as long as any 
threat of war remains. 

So where do we get our fuel if and 
when an emergency develops? And 
how do we transport this fuel if there are 
not sufficient railroad cars to carry it to 
the markets where it is needed? Today 
hundreds of gondolas and hoppers will 
be found rusting away on the sidings 
of West Virginia's great railroad 
systems. 
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I well remember conditions in the 
United States in 1941 and 1942, when we 
were trying to get fuel to the seaboard 
to keep things going. We were scratch
ing into the back sidings and digging 
out old coal cars. Anything that had 
steel in it was put on the railroads to 
get through to the eastern seaboard to 
furnish fuel for our :fleet. 

Mr. James M. Symes, the new presi
dent of the Pennsylvania Railroad, offers 
this analysis of the railroad industry's 
position in an emergency situation: 

Coal would have to immediately replace 
not only the foreign residual • • • but also 
meet the major part of the energy demands 
now supplied by imported crude and its 
prOducts. The demand for refined oils and 
gasoline would increase so greatly that it 
would necessitate cracking down nearly all 
the remaining domestic residual oil, and coal 
would have to fuel most of this market. 
Can we safely assume that a depressed coal 
industry and the railroads could immediately 
expand sufficiently to provide and handle the 
added tonnage plus the increased coal that 
a war economy would require? 

Even though the coal companies could 
produce the coal, I am sure the railroads 
would not be in a position to transport it, 
because of lack of equipment, facilities, and 
trained employees to do so. 

. • • • The railroad industry cannot af
ford to maintain its great investment in 
facilities for carrying and handling coal un
less there is current use for them-we can
not in tOday's economy maintain them for 
standby emergency service. 

As Mr. Symes has indicated, there 
would be no foreign residual oil avail
able for use in our fuel markets during 
a shooting war. If Senators will think 
back to the days of World War II you 
will remember photographs that ap
peared in our newspapers when tankers 
went down within camera range of Vir
ginia Beach, Miami Beach, and elsewhere 
up and down our coastline between 
Houston and Atlantic seaboard cities. 
For those whose memory may fail them, 
let me read some of the headlines of 
early 1942: 

January 15: "Tanker Torpedoed 60 
Miles Off Long Island." 

January 17: "Allied Tanker Seen in 
Sinking Condition Off Long Island." 

January 20: "U-Boats Off Coast; 22 
Die in Blazing Tanker." 

In other words, because our energies 
are dissipated in other lines, we are 
allowing the real basis of our defense 
to deteriorate. It is a foolish idea of 
saving. I ask how it is expected we 
would get the 136 million barrels of 
residual fuel oil through a submarine
infested Caribbean. I well remember 
when tankers were being sunk o:ff our 
coast. I remember one tanker which 
was sunk in the mouth of the Mississippi 
River below New Orleans. 

Yet the other day we approved the 
budget for military construction, which 
contained an item of $600,000 for Camp 
Bragg. I never will forget the question 
which was asked. The item was for 
"liquid storage." Some Senator asked 
what liquid was to be stored in such 
quantities at Camp Bragg, which there
tofore had used coal. It was admitted 
that Camp Bragg was going to use cheap 
residual fuel. The taxpayers were going 
to spend $600,000 so that tanks could 
be built to store the residual fuel oil. 

Parenthetically, I insert this excerpt 
from the news story: 

Official cognizance of the dangers of the 
situation took the form of an announcement 
last night from Washington that steps will 
be taken to increase shipment of oil by land 
wherever this is possible. 

January 26: "U-Boat Torpedoes Tank· 
er Off Jersey." 

January 29: ''U -Boat Causes Texas 
Blackout." 

The drop and deck headlines on this 
story add this information: "100 Mile 
Strip of Southern Coast Affected as Two 
Raiders Are Reported; Shipping Warned 
To Remain in Ports ; Enemy Craft Signal 
in Gulf of Mexico." 

January 31: "Another Vessel Is Prey 
to U-Boat." 

February 7: "Tanker Sinks in Inferno 
of Blazing Oil as U-Boat Strikes-12th 
in United States Waters." 

February 9: "Tanker Victim of Day· 
light Attack." 

February 12: "Tanker Sunk Off Our 
Atlantic Coast." 

February 15: "Florida Crowd Sees 
U-Boat Sink Ship Off Shore." 

Februa ry 17: ' 'U-Boat Raids Dutch 
West Indies; Sink Three Tankers." 

February 22: "Two Tankers Lost O.ff 
Atlantic Coast." 

February 25: "Two More United States 
Oil Tankers Torpedoed." 

February 28: "Two Tankers Tor
pedoed, One Off Jersey Witnessed by 
Thousands in Resort Towns." 

I shall stop here at the end of Febru
ary 1942. I think that those headlines 
should be sufficient to remind us of the 
catastrophe that lies ahead when any 
nation depends upon ocean shipments 
for its oil supplies. 

To create such great disruption of wa
ter traffic between our ports on the Gulf 
of Mexico and the Atlantic seaboard, 
Germany had a total of 60 submarines 
at the beginning of World War II. If 
Russia had no more than that at the 
present time. perhaps we might be able 
to convince ourseives that our antisub
marine defenses were sufficient to pro
tect the ocean oil routes in another war. 
For the information of anyone who 
might be living under such an illusion, 
I quote from a speech which Rear Adm. 
Walter G. Schindler, assistant chief of 
naval operations for readiness, delivered 
here in Washington last May 21: 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I am inter

ested in the Senator's discussion about 
how the use of oil will supplant, and 
perhaps destroy, the coal mines of West 
Virginia. I wonder if the Senator is· 
aware that this afternoon he voted for 
an amendment which will put the Atomic 
Energy Commission into the uranium 
power production business, which, if suc
cessful, will put every coal mine in West 
.Virginia out of business. 

Mr. KILGORE. I reply to the Sen
ator from Iowa by saying that I did so 
knowing full well that the Senator's 
pipedream is that uranium can be ob
tained dirt cheap. I have seen it made, 
and I know that uranium will never . 

cempete with coal, except at far-distant 
points and for war purposes. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for another ques
tion? 

Mr. KILGORE. I will yield for an
other question. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. The question 
is this: Is the Senator aware that by his 
vote this afternoon he helped to lay the 
basis for experimentation which permits 
commercial operation on the part of the 
Government in uranium, which, if suc
cessful, will put all his coal miners out 
of work and throw · every coal mine in 
West Virginia into bankruptcy? 

Mr. KILGORE. Let me say to the 
Senator from Iowa that I have never 
been one to go backward. If the dis
tinguished Senator and his joint com
mittee can produce what he says can be 
produced, I shall be glad because he will 
have done something. But the Senator 
also must realize that to produce the 
material he talks about would require 
vast quantities of power. As I stated 
earlier in the evening, that argument 
reminds me of the man who planned to 
get rich. He bought a pair of muskrats 
and a pair of cats-

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. KILGORE. I will not yield at 
this time. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I will say to 
the .Senator that he told the story a few 
moments ago, and I heard it. 

Mr. KILGORE. I was afraid the 
Senator from Iowa had not heard it, be~ 
cause I do not think he would have 
asked the question he did if he had 
heard that story. If the Senator can 
show me how to operate Oak Ridge 
without power, he can also show me how · 
to set up a perpetual motion machine. 
He will take the power produced and 
produce more uranium. Then he will 
use the uranium to produce more Power, 
drain off the excess, and operate power
plants. 

We know that the Russians have over 400 
submarines which will be utilized to the 
maximum extent possible. 

But that is not all Admiral Schindler 
had to say. 

Since our harbors are more crowded in 
wartime-

He pointed out-
it doesn 't take much imagination to think 
of the chaos which would result if our harbor 
defenses were penetrated. From an at
tacker's point of view, the targets would be 
very lucrative. A hit on a loaded tanker 
or some other ship carry_ing an explosive 
cargo would produce devastating results. 

Now let me say that Admiral Schindler 
is no novice at this business of war. A 
native of New Glaris, Wis., he was gradu
ated from the Naval Academy in 1921 
and participated in just about every type 
of naval activity during the peace years. 
After the war broke out in Decembe,T" 
1941, he became gunnery officer on the. 
staff of a southern Pacific task force. 

Admiral Schindler decided that he 
could better learn enemy tactics from an 
SBD dive bomber than from the control 
tower of the carrier to which he was 
attached, so he got hiniself assigned as 
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rear seat gunner on an SBD for the 
Yorktown's famous attac~ on Tulagi 
Harbor. In the battle of the Coral Sea 
he personally accounted for at least one 
Jap Zero. He flew most of the sorties 
supporting the Guadalcanal campaign 
o1f the deck of the Saratoga, to which 
flattop he was assigned after the York
town went down at Midway. 

In addition, Admiral Schindler is an 
authority on mine and submarine war
fare. He knows how vulnerable our 
ports would be in a war of snorkel sub
marines and jet propelled aircraft. He 
also knows that these war machines can 
cut oft' our supply routes either by direct 
attack or by sowing mines. These mines 
can be laid by the submarines them
selves or they can be parachuted down 
from aircraft. 

Now is there anyone among us who 
would choose to ignore Admiral Schind
ler's warning? When this experienced 
naval authority explains that Russia's · 
underwater craft outnumber the prewar 
Nazi fleet by almost 7 to 1, and when he 
also explains how our vital ports could 
be knocked out by the enemy, does any
one wish to take issue with him? Who 
would be so bold as to contend that we 
are safe in placing our security on for
eign oil regardless of the striking power 
of a potential enemy? 

As I have shown, in the last war we 
could not bring the oil around our own 
coastline. Why, then, in the face of the 
new and most serious threat, would we 
run the unnecessary risk of sending our 
tankers across the open sea? In the 
last war, as a consequence of the tanker 
sinkings, the lack of fuel in New Eng
land and New York held up work in de
fense plants, closed schools, churches, 
and office buildings, and brought black
outs to entire communities. 

Our President, Secretary of Interior, 
and State and local authorities warned 
that oil burning equipment should be 
converted to co.al as soon as possible. 
Fortunately, we did have time to con
vert during that war, ·and the coal and 
railroad industries had sufficient notice 
to be able to expand their activities to 
the required capacity. From 1938-the 
year before Hitler moved his troops into 
Danzig and set oft' the explosion that 
was World War IT-through the year 
of our invasion of the Continent of 
Europe, the demand for bituminous coal 
in the United States increased by 75 
percent. If the industry had failed to 
provide these needed supplies, there is 
no way of knowing how long the war 
may have been prolonged. 

I still remember when that great for
mer Senator from California, Hiram 
Johnson, called me on the telephone in 
1942, and asked me if we were trying to 
freeze him to death. I said, "What is 
the matter?" 

He said, "I cannot get any grate bars 
for my furnace. Somebody has con
verted the heating system to oil, and I 
have lost the grate bars. I am about to 
freeze to death." 

I had a friend in West Virginia who 
had a little foundry, and we sent a set 
of grate bars to his home in California, 
and former Senator Johnson was able 
to live comfortably in his advanced age. 

At the present time when we are ad
monished to be prepared for an all-out 
effort immediately after the signal is 
given, we would not be in a position to 
say to the coal industry and to the rail
road industry: "Reopen your mines and 
start building freight cars, because with
in the next year or so we are going to 
need much more coal than we are using 
at the present time." No; these in
creased supplies would be needed at once, 
and not to foresee these circumstances 
during this international crisis is to 
neglect our people and our country. 

For anyone who imagines that the 
increased fuel supply required in an 
emergency could be provided by our do
mestic petroleum industry, let me assure 
you that this idea has long ago been dis
pelled by some of the leading members 
of the American petroleum industry. I 
shall quote from just one of them. The 
following are excerpts from a speech 
made early this year by WalterS. Halla
nan, president of Plymouth Oil Co. and 
Republican national committeeman from 
the State of West Virginia, in reference 
to foreign oil: 

Much of this cheap, wasteful, and unre
stricted production is flooding the American 
market and destroying the jobs and oppor
tunities of thousands of persons engaged in 
the production of hydrocarbons, both solid 
and liquid. It is my considered opinion 
that if continued without restraint, it will 
eventually so weaken the domestic industry 
that our country may be unable successfully 
to defend itself against aggression. We do 
not want America to be made a dumping
ground for foreign oil that could destroy a 
great national industry • • •. 

Let me repeat today what I have said a 
hundred times in the last 10 years, and let 
me reiterate it with all the emphasis at my 
command: There is no security in foreign 
oil. The only security we have with respect 
to oil lies in adequate reserves and produc
tive capacity here at home. And even these 
are next to worthless unless we have a strong 
and healthy industry ready to develop and 
produce these reserves very quickly. 

I may say that this is not a coal. man 
talking. This is not a Democrat talking. 
This is Mr. Republican in West Virginia 
talking. He is the president of an oil 
company, and is also the head of the 
Oil Institute. He said there is no secu
rity in foreign oil. 

As a matter of fact, in a war of any 
great duration not only would we need 
coal to supply its present markets, the 
markets now being usurped by foreign 
residual oil, and whatever other market 
could be converted to allow all the 
higher grade petroleum products to he 
used for fueling the war machine, but 
it is quite likely that we would also need 
coal for the production of liquid fuels. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
LANGER] called attention to the 27%
percent depletion allowance on oil. That 
provision was written into our tax laws 
to develop American oil, American sup
plies close at home, not to take care of 
Arabian oil or Venezuelan oil. It was 
enacted to cause our operators to develop 
more oil reserves in the United States 
and its immediate vicinity. It is being 
abused, and the coal industry is suffering 
from that abuse. 

Back almost two decades ago Germany 
built 12 coal-hydrogenation plants on an 

experimental basis, and shortly found a 
Vital need for them. These plants were 
eventually to supply 85 percent of the 
aviation gasoline, along with diesel fuels, 
fuel oil, and lubricating oils, used by the 
Nazi machine in the final months of the 
war. 

In fact, those coal plants were the 
sinews of war for Germany when we 
closed in and blocked her oft' from for
eign oil They even made lubricants out 
of coal. 

Most fuel authorities acknowledge that 
synthetic gasoline and other liquid fuels 
will be derived from coal on a commer
cial scale in this country in the not too 
distant future. The Government con
ducted a research program under the 
Bureau of Mines at Louisiana, Mo., 
and produced quantities of excellent 
petroleum products from coal, so there 
is no question about our ability to do it. 
The price factor alone is responsible for 
the delay in the creation of the synthetic 
fuels industry. But price is not consid
ered in wartime and, with foreign fuel 
cut oft' and the domestic petroleum in
dustry taxed to the limit, we might very 
well utilize this method of obtaining sup
plementary gasoline supplies. 

Senators may have heard of our coal
hydrogenation plant at Institute, W. Va. 
It was built by the Carbide & Carbon 
Chemicals ~o., for the production of 
chemicals from raw coal. The coal is 
pulverized and combined with hydrogen 
under extreme pressure, as opposed to the 
traditional method of producing coal 
chemicals through carbonization, in 
which the chemicals come from vapors 
and tar distilled in ovens where the coal 
is baked without air to make coke. 

The hydrogenation plant offers a wide 
flexibility of products and the yields can 
be varied considerably in accordance 
with the product needed. In peacetime 
the plastics, rubber, dyestuffs, perfume, 
paint, and synthetic detergents indus
tries are among those depending upon 
an adequate supply of coal chemicals. 
When the need for synthetic fuels arises, 
the hydrogenation process can be 
switched largely to the production of 
gasoline and other such products. Those 
are some of the many products we get. 

The necessity of producing gasoline 
from coal during an all-out war is a very 
distinct possibility, but even without it 
there is no question about the tremen
dous increase in coal production that 
would be required in a full mobilization 
effort. It is, therefore, the unequivocal 
responsibility of the Congress of the 
United States to provide protection to 
the coal industry from any outside forces 
that may threaten its wartime capacity. 
For that matter, the Congress is similarly 
responsible for preventing the unneces
sary destruction of an industry which 
provides a livelihood for some 400,000 
American men and their wives and chil-

. dren. 
There is a simple solution to the coal 

industry's most pressing problem, Mr. 
President. To provide the industry with 
a chance to reverse its downward trend, 
to give our miners an opportunity tore
turn to work, to give their families new 
hope, to bolster the Nation's industrial 
strength, and to remove what is literally 
a security risk from a war production 
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program; these conditions may be real
ized if this administration is willing to 
permit compassion for our people to sup
plant political consideration, and if it 
is willing to challenge the tactics of in
ternational oil profiteers in order that 
our national security may never be chal
lenged. 

That solution is in the establishing 
of a quota limitation on the amount of 
residual oil that may be shipped into 
this country from foreign refineries. 

Our reciprocal trade program was in
tended to build a more prosperous 
America while reviving the economies of 
our prostrate friends across the seas. 
It was not designed as an instrumental
ity for enabling the rich to get richer 
at the expense of American workers. 
During the 1950 hearings by the Senate 
subcommittee studying causes of unem
ployment, my distinguished colleague 
from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], who 
was chairman of that subcommittee, 
elicited some shockingly interesting in
formation from a number of witnesses. 
It was established that hired hands of 
importing oil companies had been 
farmed out to the State Department 
and were primarily responsible for the 
policies that invite cheap residual oil to 
be dumped on the United States fuel 
market. 

The propagandists for those same 
companies are now engaged in the cam
paign that professes to delude the peo
ple of this country into believing that 
any limitation on residual oil imports 
would actually jeopardize our relation
ship with oil-producing nations. Aid
ing in this campaign of deceit are the 
paid agents of foreign governments and 
of such alien organizations as the Vene
zuelan Chambers of Commerce. They 
would have you believe that it is unpa
triotic for an American to provide pro
tection for this · Nation's welfare and se
curity. They preach that to restrict 
residual oil imports would bring hard
ship to oil-rich Venezuela. The fact is 
that there is not a scintilla of truth in 
either of these claims. 

In the first place, how can any reason
able person object to our taking steps to 
remove poverty and destitution from our 
land? Or to enact laws necessary to the 
defense of our country? Certainly you 
and I do not resent Venezuela's own pol
:lcy of protecting her industries and her 
people from excessive imports. 

On March 16 of this year the Senate 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
issued an interim report based on a 
study of the operations in Latin Ameri
can countries of the Export-Import 
Bank and the International Bank and 
their relationship to the expansion of 
international trade, pursuant to Senate 
Resolution 25, 83d Congress, 1st session. 
The following excerpts are so pertinent 
to this whole matter of our trade rela
tionship with Venezuela that I wish 
every Member of the Senate would pe
ruse them carefully: 

Venezuelan Government policy has con
stantly favored industrialization as a means 
of lessening the Nation's dependence upon 
petroleum. This policy has resulted in the 
establishment of a number of new industries 
in recent years, fostered by high import 
duties. The Venezuelans feel tha t such pro-

tection Is necessary because of the country's 
extremely high-cost economy. • • • Among 
some of the industries that are protected by 
the Venezuelan tariff are textiles, wearing 
apparel, rubber tires, fats and oils, confec
tionery, paints, metal furniture, crackers, 
canned fish, tomato products, and powdered 
milk. • • • 

Import duties produce the third largest 
revenue return to the Venezuelan Govern
ment. In reality, the import duties sub
stitute, to a certain extent, for direct taxes, 
since the administrative collecting system 
in the interior of the country is imperfect. 
Consequently, it is more convient to con
centrate the collection of revenues in the 
ports of the country. • • • Import licenses 
are used as a protective device to . assist lo
cal agriculture and industry. Thus licenses 
for some products are issued on the condi-~ 
tion that the importer purchase locally a 
cert ain percentage of the same product im
ported. 

Those concepts need no interpreta
tion, but I shall include two news reports 
in implementation of this information. 

First, the following item is from the 
New York Times of last February 1: 

Criticism of restrictive tariffs, concentrat
ed lately on this country, was turned on 
Venezuela yesterday by the Commerce and 
Industry Association of New York. 

In a letter to the State Department, the 
organization charged Venezuela with ·con
tinuous tariff increases with the effect of 
banning many American products. Joseph 
A. Sinclair, association secretary, urged the 
Department to t ake action to have the trend 
reversed. 

Mr. Sinclair, who is director of the asso
ciation's world trade department, recalled 
that Venezuela had "raised a furor" last year 
over a bill in Congress which would have 
curtailed Venezuelan oil imports. The asso
ciation and m any others in this country, he 
said, had opposed this threat to Venezuela's. 
major export. 

Noting that the bill probably will be 
reconsidered this year, Mr. Sinclair declared 
that "Venezuela's current restrictive policy 
is ill advised from a public relations stand
point." Manufacturers and exporters who 
had actively opposed the measure last year 
"will not be so eager this time," he ~dded. 

That meant so much, too, because it 
was at a time when we were being told 
in Senate committees that we were going 
to collapse the economy of Venezuela if 
we in any way restricted the importation 
of residual oil from Venezuela. 

Venezuelan duties on many items such 
as textile piece goods, men's clothing, shirts, 
and the like already have been raised 100 
percent or more in the last year, Mr. Sinclair 
wrote. It is understood, he said, that Vene
zuela is considering increased rates on wom
en's apparel. This was described as one of 
the principal United States exports to that 
count ry. 

Mr. Sincla ir said one of the primary rea
sons for American trade-group opposition to 
Venezuelan oil curbs was the recognition 
that such rest rictions would seriously weak
en a major export m arket . It is now felt, 
he added, that the United States Govern
ment has a valid reason for protesting what 
amounts to a b an on American goods. 

Copies of t he let ter are being sent to prin
cipal chambers of commerce in Venezuela. 

And here is a statement on the sub
ject of import controls from Business 
Information Service, World Trade se
ries No. 512, January 1954, United States 
Department of Commerce: 

Prior import licenses must be obtained 
from the Minis_try of Development (Minis-

terio de Fomento) for the importation of 
certain goods -including: wheat flour; pota
toes; copra; onions; garlic; rice: . powdered 
milk (for free importation); frozen and re
frigerated poultry; all meats, except canned; 
live cattle; fertile eggs; baby chicks; vege
table oils and oilseeds; tallow; cloth of arti
ficial silk, pure or mixed; cotton cloth; cot
ton cloth decorated or mixed with silk• 
cotton cloth mixed with hemp or jute; cloth 
of wool or goat hair; cloth bags of fique or 
henequen; cordage; footwear, finished or 
partly finished, except bathing and ballet 
shoes; unmanufactured tanned cattle hides; 
cardboard on bobbins used for the manufac
ture of accounting-machine cards; asbestos
cement sheets and pipes; white paper with
out glue or gum, uncalendered, weighing 
l!lOre than 50 grams per square meter, to 
be used for printing newspapers, magazines, 
and books of a cultural nature, and for 
white dull-finish paper weighing more than 
60 grams per square meter, destined for the 
same uses; portland cement; prefabricated 
building~; unassembled passenger cars, and 
rubber trres and tubes. 

Despite all this evidence of import re
strictions on the part of the Venezuelan 
Government, we are constantly charged 
with being unfair in our desire to limit 
the residual oil imports that are destroy
ing our coal industry and creating mass 
unemployment in this country. These 
attacks are, of course, inspired by corpo
rations with oil operations in Venezuela, 
for surely no one who is aware of Vene
zuela's own trade philosophy would deny 
us the right to make similar demands in 
order to provide for the welfare of our 
own people. 

As for the assertion that a restriction 
on residual oil imports would seriously 
affect the oil boom which is now bringing 
the Government of Venezuela something 
like $1 million a day in royalties, I assure 
you that such an eventuality is out of the 
question. Residual oil is produced with
out a cost tag and is transported to the 
United States without regard to actual 
transportation charges. Refineries nor
mally account for their operating costs 
and base profits through the sale of gas
oline and other higher grade products. 
That is why residual oil can be sold at 
as low a price as is necessary to get rid 
of it. · 

Venezuela produced 3 percent less 
crude last year than in 1952, but that 
decline was not refiected in shipments of 
residual oil to this country. On the con
trary, the amount of residua1 oil dumped 
on our shores was increased by some 3 
million barrels. 

That increase--from 133 to 136 mil
lion barrels--offers a clue to the opera
tions of the consortium of intrigue 
against the coal industry. It demon
strates the determination of the con
niving oil importers to carry out their 
program of creeping monopolism in east 
coast fuel markets. With Venezuelan 
production off, there was every reason to 
expect a proportionate ebbing of the fiood 
of residual that originates in South 
America and sweeps into the Atlantic 
seaboard. But the greedy importers, in 
their conspiratorial drive against coal in 
coastal areas, insisted on increasing the 
volume of the tide that has inundated 
the industria1 markets traditionally 
served by the coal industry. Those com
panies could peddle their residual oil to 
other parts of the world, just as they are 
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doing with most of their better-grade 
products. They could, as a matter of 
fact, dispose of a quantity of it right in 
neighboring South American countries. 
But no, they choose to dump it in the 
United States, and as a consequence Red 
Russia is now shipping oil to at least one 
of Venezuela's South American neigh
bors. 

Quite obviously, the oil importers ex
pect to continue to flood their way into 
this country so as to demoralize com
pletely the coal industry and whatever 
competition it might be able to offer in 
the coastal markets. Then, once this 
squeeze is successfully executed, the im
porters will be free to kite their prices 
to whatever extent their greedy corpo
rate souls demand. That is the history 
of monopolies--to crowd out competition 
and then begin to enjoy the harvest. 
In this case the trend will be halted only 
by congressional action. The one other 
factor that could intervene would be 
total war, which we all pray will never be 
forced upon us. 

What do we do about this situation 
Mr. President? The administration ha~ 
asked that the status quo be maintained 
until after the November elections. I 
commend to you a reconsideration of 
th~s entire matter before we go home. 
I make this appeal in the name of thou
sands of unemployed American working
men, in the interest of equitable stand
ards of competition, and for the sake of 
our national security. 

Mr. President, wh~le some day atomic 
energy may take the place of coal in the 
production of power, steel cannot be 
made without coal. Coke cannot be 
made without coal, although one variety 
of coke is made from crude oil, but it 
can be used only for electrodes. It can
not be used in the production of steel. 
It cannot be used to make pig iron or 
to make aluminum. Those are the things 
upon which we rely for our defense. 
The coal i.ndustry must be kept running. 
A co~l mme c~nno~ stand idle. Every 
day It stands Idle It deteriorates. For 
that reason I think the time has · come 
wh~n Congress should make a reap
praisal of our foreign policy. It should 
look at the tax on foreign oil and also 
should examine into the matter of limit
ing the amount of oil _ coming into this 
country. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
S~LTONSTALL in the chair). The clerk 
Will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr: KILGORE. Mr. President, I ask 
unammous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
~r. KNOWLAND. Mr. President I 

ObJect. ' 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator. from California objects. The 
clerk will continue with the call of the 
roll. 

The Chief Clerk resumed and com
pleted the call of the roll, and the follow
mg Senators answered to their names: 
Aiken Bowring Butler 
Anderson Bricker Byrd 
Barrett Bridges Capehart; 
Beall Burke Carlson 
BenneU Bush Case 

Chavez Humphrey Morse 
Clements Ives Mundt 
Cooper Jackson Murray 
CordQn Jenner N~ely 
Crippa Johnson, Colo. Pastore 
gfr~~e;n Johnson, Tex. Payne 

Johnston, S.C. Potter 
Douglas Kennedy Purtell 
Duff Kerr Reynolds 
Dworshak Kilgore Robertson 
Eastland Knowland Russell 
Ervin Kuchel Saltonstall 
Ferguson Langer Schoeppel 
Flanders Lehman Smathers 
Frear Lennon Smith, Maine 
Fulbright Long Smith. N.J. 
Goldwater Magnuson Sparkman 
GQre Malone Stennis 
Green Mam;field Symington 
Hayden Martin Thye 
H endrickson Maybank Upton 
Hennings McCarran Watkins 
HH1~1c1kenlooper McCarthy Wiley 

Millikin Williams 
Holland Monroney Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President I 
should like to make an appeal to reas'on 
addressed to· the Members on both sides 
of the aisle. We have had the atomic
energy bill under debate for a period of 
9 days. We have completed one around
the-clock session, and we are now en
gaged in another around-the-clock ses
sion. I think every Member of this body 
knows that this proposed legislation will 
not be laid aside for any other bill, and 
~e shall complete action on it, whether 
It be favorable or unfavorable, as may be 
the determination of the Senate before 
we proceed to the consideration of any 
other bill.. The. Senate faces a heavy 
schedule, mcludmg the foreign-aid au
thorization bill, which is the next on 
the list, to be followed by the very im
portant farm bill, proposed legislation 
which ~s coming from the Senate Finance 
Committee, dealing with social-security 
coverage, appropriations for foreign aid, 
a supplemental appropriation bill and a 
number of additional bills of Stat~ local 
and regional importance, all of 'which 
are ~eing jeopardized by the filibuster 
now m progress. I remind the Senate 
that there is involved a question of fair
ness to the employees of the Senate who 
have been required to work long hours 
the Official Reporters who take down th~ 
debates and prepare the copy for the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD SO that we may 
have .it as we leave our homes in the 
mornmg, our secretaries, our clerks our 
Parliamentarians, our pages, and ali the 
other employees. Even though there 
may be only a single Senator on the floor 
of ~he Senate of the United States, the 
entire ~mp~oyee setup in the Senate must 
be l:llamtamed while the Senate is in 
sess10n. 

~oreover, there are 96 Members of 
this ~?Y who have worked long hours 
and .diligently. They have given of their 
serv~ce,. whether they be on the Demo
cratic side of the aisle or on the Republi
can side of the aisle. They are trying to 
the best of their ability, to serve their 
country in an hour of great danger, 
when there have been tremendous com
muni~t advances in the Far East. No 
man Is wise enough to know the prob
!ems which Dl8:Y be facing our country 
m the months Immediately ahead. The 
President of the United States today is 
probably carrying a heavier burden than 
any President ha.s carried in the peace- _ 

time history of our Nation. Problems 
~onstantly multiply in the tremendously 
Important office he occupies. _ 

This Congress has had an excellent 
record of accomplishment on legislation 
up to this time. I have said publicly be
fore, and I repeat publicly now, that rec
ord of accomplishment could not have 
been attained had it not been for the ex
cellent cooperation of our colleagues on 
the Democratic side of the aisle and of 
the Democratic leader, the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. JoHNSON]. There has had to 
be teamwork on many of the great prob· 
lems. They. are not narrow partisan 
problems; they are American problems 
that require an American solution. 

I call attention to the members of the 
press and radio gallery, who, as long as 
the Senate is in session must also be 
present in order to cover the events 
happening in what is supposed to be the 
greatest deliberative body in the world. 

At a time when human freedom is 
being challenged all over the world, it 
seems to me we should maintain the dig
nity and the honor of the Senate of the 
United States. It seems to me it be
comes more or less of a spectacle when 
a few men, using the weapon of a filibus
ter, can prevent the great Senate of the 
Unite_d States from taking action, and 
can prevent not only the bill now before 
the Senate from being passed, but a 
whole list of other bills important not 
only to the Nation, but to other coun
tries, if we are to maintain a free world 
of freemen. 

I have mentioned the fact that we are 
holding Senators here. I think we owe 
an act of courtesy to· the Members of 
the other body. There are 435 Members 
of the _ House. They are rapidly com
pleting their legislative program. They 
are about ready to adjourn sine die, on 
July 31st even if the Senate is not. It 
seems to me it is hardly fair to 435 Mem
bers of the House that we should tie them 
up and hold up their adjournment for 
perhaps a week or 2 weeks because a 
half dozen Senators may be able to block 
80 or 85 other Members of the Senate 
representing sovereign States of th~ 
Union, and prevent the Senate from 
functioning as a legislative body. 

I repeat, I appeal to reason. It seems 
to me there should be a reasonable 
solution of the problem which confronts 
the Senate. So, in a desire to be help
ful, I offer the following suggestion: A 
number of amendments are pending, and 
they are on the desks of each Senator. 
It makes very little difference the order 
in which they are called up. Presum
ably, Senators who offered the amend
ments must have thought they were im
portant, or else they would not have 
offered them, unless they were offered in 
pursuance of purely dilatory tactics. 

I suggest a unanimous-consent agree
ment regarding each amendment as it 
is called up in turn. As an example 
there is pending before the Senate a~ 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] designated 
as 7-16-54-L . . There has been some dis
cussion of the amendment. 

Mr. President, I propose the follow
ing unanimous-consent request, and I 
ask the clerk to read it for the informa
tion of the Senate. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. SAL
TONSTALL in the chair) . The clerk will 
read the proposed unanimous consent 
agreement. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Ordered, That any debate on the amend

ment (7-16-54-L) to S. 3690 submitted by 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], 
including any amendment or motion sub
mitted thereto, shall be limited to not ex
ceeding one-half hour, to be equally divided 
and controlled, respectively, by the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREY] and the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER]: Pro
vided, That no amendment thereto that is 
not germane to the subject matter o! the 
said bill shall be received. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wish to inform 
the Senate that I offer that unanimous-:
consent request on behalf of the m:inority 
leader and myself. I merely put the 
time element in that request as an ex
ample. If the able and distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota, who has offered 
a number of amendments, feels that a 
half hour, which would be 15 minutes on 
each side, would not be sufficient time to 
debate the merits of the amendment-as 
I say there has been already sufficient 
discussion of it-I would not object, be
cause none of us are infiallible. I would 
be inclined to rest on his judgment as to 
what he felt would be a fair amount of 
time to debate the amendment. Then the 
Senate could proceed to debate it. There 
is now a large attendance of Senators. If 
such a unanimous-consent agreement is 
entered into at this time, we shall con
tinue to witness a large attendance, in
stead of merely having Members avail
able in order to have a quorum, while 
another Senator or group of Senators 
can keep the others from acting. If such 
an agreement is reached, the other Sen
ators will come to the Senate floor. It 
.seems to me those who want to enter the 
debate would secure a better audience 
under such circumstances, and if they 
are interested in the merits of their pro
posals, they would not be talking to an 
empty Chamber. 

It seems to me I have made a reason
able proposal. If Senators deem they 
need a little more time, I would not 
object to making the time 45 minutes. 
I think that amount of time would be 
adequate for this particular amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sena
tor from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. First of all, may 
I say it is my desire to cooperate. I 
realize the burden of the majority lead
er's office. I also realize the heavy 
load of the agenda. However, I wish 
to call attention to the fact that the 
hearings were printed on July 9. The 
hearings and the report were put on our 
desks on July 13. The debate started 
on July 14. The bill comprises 104 pages. 
Some of us were completely uninformed 
as to the contentS of the bill. In the 
main, debate on the bill has been ger
mane. The majority leader may call it 
what he will-filibuster, delaying tactics, 
or debate. It is my desire, and I am 
sure it is the desire of other Senators, 
that we proceed to amend the bill to 
the best of our ability, recognizing that 
at times we win and at times we lose. 

Without any further ado, I may say I 
am interested in taking action on my 
amendment. I am not interested in 
ascertaining the individual capacity of 
different Members of the Senate to outdo 
each other in physical endurance. I 
say to the majority leader I am very 
happy to accept h is request on my par
ticular amendment, which is the amend
ment designated "7-16-54-L." I under
stand that his request is limited to that 
particular amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator is cor
rect; and I think he has made a very 
fair statement, and one which will ex
pedite the business of the Senate, and 
I hope his example may be followed by 
other Senators. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from California yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. Reserving the right to 

object, I wish to say first I sharply dis
agree with my distinguished friend, the 
majority leader, in his use of term "fili
buster." [Laughter.] 

There has been no filibuster. There 
has been a debate on a very important 
bill, a bill of such vast consequences, of 
such vast potentialities, that those of us 
here tonight cannot know what the 
effects may be, not only as regards our 
country in time of war, but as regards 
our peacetime economy and the life of 
our country. We have proceeded. There 
has been a very hotly contested issue 
before the Senate. The debate on that 
hotly contested issue has been germane. 
There have been very few statements 
that I recall that were not germane. I 
refer particularly to the provision in the 
bill with reference to· the Dixon-Yat.es 
proposal, or the TV A-AEC question. The 
time was consumed by both the pro
ponents and the opponents-

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. HILL. I was about to say-
Mr. KNOWLAND. I think I have the 

floor, but I should like· to interrupt the 
Senator from Alabama, and I then shall 
yield to him further, because it is the 
desire of the majority leader to extend 
every courtesy to Senators. We have a 
common problem facing us in the legis
lative duties of a great assembly such 
as the Senate of the United States. I 
want to make it perfectly clear, so that 
no one will be under any misconception, 
I would not propose that debate on each 
amendment be limited to the brief time 
which I have proposed. I suggested that 
time as to the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota because it is a 
rather short amendment and because it 
has been debated. 

It may be that when a more compli.:. 
cated amendment is to be debated the 
time for the debate should be extended 
to an hour, an hour and a half, or 2 
hours. I suggest that that is sufficient 
time for reasonable men who are in• 
terested in working out a common prob
lem. I am not suggesting to the Senate 
that the debate on each amendment be 
limited to a half hour, but I am in
terested in expediting· the public's busi
ness. 

In this day and age, wl)en free insti
tutions are being challenged all over the . 
world, when people behind the Iron Cur-

tain have been told that free institu
tions and representative bodies cannot 
function, I think we have a responsi
bility to demonstrate to the people of 
the United States and the people of the 
world that this, the greatest deliberative 
body in the world, can function with re
gard to the public's business and not be 
tied up without being able to cast a vote. 

Mr. HILL. Free institutions were in 
jeopardy when the Senate spent 5 weeks 
debating the Bricker amendment. It 
was a germane debate, and a very good 
one. I take no exception to it. Free in
stitutions have been at stake many 
times when the Senate, recognizing the 
tremendous importance of the question 
before it, has seen fit to meet its respon
sibilities and discharge its duties by 
having adequate debate. 

As I said, yesterday the Senate dis
cussed the very sharply divided questiOn 
with reference to the TVA-AEC. This 
afternoon we voted on the Johnr,on 
amendment, which was also an amend
ment of very considerable magnitude--

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield at that point and 
permit an interruption? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Would the Sena

tor from Alabama be interested in 
knowing, and I believe my statistical in
formation is correct, that we have al
ready spent on this particular bill more 
time, and have taken up more pages in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, than on any 
other bill, including the Bricker amend
ment proposal, which has -been before 
the Senate during this session? 

Mr. HILL. That may be true because 
the majority leader -has seen fit to keep 
the Senate in session such long hours. 
I think the majority leader must admit, 
and surely we all know, that when the 
Senate is kept in session around the 
clock, as we have been kept in session on 
this bill, the debate will not be of such 
a ·quality as is conducive to exploring 
the different questions involved and pre
senting the different issues adequately 
and arriving at sound conclusions and 
judgment, as would be the case when 
the Senate is sitting on more or less 
regular schedule and a lesser number 
of hours each day. 

What I was going to say is that the 
distinguished Senator from California 
knows that the Senator from Oregon has 
objected to any limitation of debate on 
the bill. The distinguished Senator from 
Oregon was here just a few minutes 
ago--

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator from 
Oregon is here now. 

Mr. HILL. I see ·he has come on the 
floor, but when I arose he was not on 
the floor. 

Certainly in his absence and in the 
absence of many other Senators, there
quest should not be granted at this time 
of the night. Had the request been 
made this afternoon immediately after 
the vote on the Johnson amendment, 
when ·other Senators were present, the 
situation might have been different. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, let 
me say to the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama, for whom I have a very 
high regard, as I do for his colleagues 
on that side of the aisle, that the reason 
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the Senator from California insisted on 
the continuation of the quorum call was 
that he had not seen the Senator from 
Oregon in the Chamber at that time, and 
he wanted the quorum call to be com
pleted so that, first, we could demon
strate that a quorum was present, and 
secondly, for the benefit of any Senators 
who were not in the Chamber, so as to 
allow them an opportunity to come to 
the Chamber. 

Mr. HILL. The Senator knows that 
it is now 15 minutes after 10 o'clock. 
A quorum means only a majority of the 
membership. It does not mean that all 
96 Senators are present. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HILL. If Senators who are not 
present had any idea that the Senator 
from California would make such are
quest, they might have been present. 
If the request had been made earlier, 
I think we might have had an entirely 
different situation. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I make an earnest 
plea to my friend from Alabama and 
I do so in the utmost sincerity. He 
knows of the important legislation which 
is to follow this bill. The farm bill is 
important to his great State of Alabama. 
Other legislation is pending. He has 
always been interested in the problems 
of international affairs. We have for 
consideration the foreign-aid proposal, 
which may mean li~e or death to certain 
free nations. I plead with the distin
guished Senator that he at least permit 
us to try out the suggestion. It is an 
experiment. The author of the amend
ment is the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY], a conscientious Mem
ber of this body. He is willing to accept 
the proposal, which is an experiment. 
There may be a number of other amend
ments which will not be controversial. 
If we can get those out of the way, we 
shall have made some progress. If a 
more complicated amendment comes up 
for consideration and I suggest that an 
hour or 2 hours be allowed for its con
sideration, the distinguished Senator 
may say, "No; I think we ought to de
bate that amendment for 3 or 4 hours." 
That would not be unusual in connec
tion with the normal course of events in 
regard to unanimous-consent requests. 

I would not press my views against 
those of the Senator. He has been a 
Member of this body for a longer period 
than I have. But, as one having the 
responsibilities of this chair, I plead with 
him that if we are to transact the busi
ness of the public we must be able to 
consider the various amendments and 
vote upon them, either by voice vote or 
yea-and-nay vote. There may be a 
number of amendments which are not 
very controversial. We could call this 
one up first. Word could then be sent 
out to Senators who are not now present, 
and they would have an opportunity to 
reach the Senate Chamber before the 
Senate voted on any crucial amendment. 

! 'hope the distinguished Senator from 
Alabama will permit us to go about the 
business of the Senate in the manner 
suggested. 

I yield now to the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. THYEJ, and then I wish to 
yield to my friend from Alabama. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I wish to 
say to my distinguished friend from Ala
bama that if he will look on our side of 
the Chamber he will see that there is a 
fine attendance of Republicans. 

Mr. mLL. That is one thing I am 
complaining about. [Laughter.] 

Mr. THYE. If my friend from Ala
bama will be patient for a moment, t 
want him to observe our fine attendance. 
I want him to know that we had an ex
cellent ·attendance here last night, when 
quorum calls were made. I wish to say 
to my distinguished friend from Ala
bama that we are eager to proceed with 
legislation. We have not denied those 
on the other side of the aisle the right to 
discuss issues. That is one reason why 
Senators were here last night in goodly 
numbers, and that is the reason why we 
are here tonight. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
should like to say to the Senator from 
Alabama-and he can take my word for 
it or not-that in the 9 years I have been 
a Member of this body I have tried never 
to deceive the Senator or any other 
Member of this body. 

I believe I can truthfully say that be
tween 95 and 98 percent of the Members 
on this side of the aisle did not know 
what I was going to propose until I rose 
on the floor of the Senate tonight and 
proposed it. I proposed it at the very 
instant he heard it. The only Senators 
who knew of it in advance were a few, 
such as the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
FERGusoN], who is present and the Sen
ator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER], 
who is in charge of the bill. I told them 
about it just a few minutes before I 
made the proposal. The Senator can be
lieve that or not, but I say to him, on my 
word as a United States Senator that 
that is a fact. 

I wish also to say to the distinguished 
Senator--

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for just a moment? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes; I will. 
Mr. HILL. I would not--
Mr. KNOWLAND. I have the floor. 

Let me say this to the Senator: last 
night we tried to keep a quorum pres
ent. I have no great objection, if Sen
ators are playing a game of delaying or 
filibustering or anything else. Certain 
Senators engaged in it can perhaps go 
home and go to sleep, and it is up to the 
other group to maintain a quorum. But 
I feel that under all the circumstances, 
with this very heavy burden, I have made 
a reasonable proposal, and I plead with 
the Senate not to object. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. Of course, I accept what 

the Senator from California has said 
about not letting Members on his side 
know that this particular proposal was 
to be made. However, I rather judge 
that they had been impressed with the 
fact they should be here tonight. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. They were also im
pressed with the necessity of being pres
ent last night, and every other night. It 
is highly desirable that they be here 
every night for the next 10 days, if 
necessary. 

Mr. HILL. I do not question the Sen
ator's statement that he did not tell 
them he was about to make this particu
lar proposal, but I dare say that he had 
impressed upon them that they should 
be present and be in their seats. 

Mr. MORSE rose. 
Mr. HILL. Does the Senator wish to 

ask me a question? 
Mr. MORSE. I do not have the :floor. 
Mr. HILL. I should like to say to my 

distinguished friend from California that 
I know what his problem is. In some 
years past I have had the privilege and 
honor of temporarily sitting where he 
now sits, when I was acting leader. I 
know his very natural desire to get on 
with the program. He has a job to do 
and he wants to get it done as soon as 
possible. But I must say to him that at 
this hour of the night, with so many 
Senators absent at this time-

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator from 
Alabama knows that it has not been a 
top secret that we were to have a night 
session. 

Mr. HILL. No; it was not a top secret 
that there was to be a night session, but 
there was no intimation whatever that 
this request would be made at this time 
of night. Surely without the presence 
of Senators who are absent, and without 
an opportunity to advise them as to this 
request, I have to object to it, and I do 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, of 
course the Senator is entirely within his 
rights. I respect the rules of the Senate. 
I realize that men far wiser, perhaps, 
than any of us assembled on this :floor 
had reason for each of the rules they 
placed in our rule book, in order to be 
able to carry out the orderly procedures 
of the Senate. 

I say this in good humor to my friend. 
He and I have been friends over many 
years. We shall continue to be friends. 
I had only hoped that, because of the 
circumstances facing the country and 
the Senate, all Members of this body 
might be able to see the merit and the 
equity in the proposal which I have 
made. 

I say more in sorrow than in anger 
that I regret that my good friend has 
seen fit to object. I hope when I make 
another such request, which will be 
forthcoming, that perhaps the distin
guished Senator will have had an oppor
tunity to confer with some of his able 
colleagues, and perhaps at that time he 
will be more lenient toward the man who 
was called rather unexpectedly to :flll 
this post. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
suppose the Senator thought that if we 
were to proceed with this amendment it 
might "Very well be adopted in much less 
than 15 minutes, and we could proceed 
with other business of the Senate. 

As I understand this proposal, it per
tains to one particular amendment, and 
we could proceed with individual amend
ments as we go along. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I think that is a. 
practical solution. I had hoped that we 
might adopt the Senator's amendment. 
and that perhaps there might be others 
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we could call up and adopt in an orderly 
-manner. 

There are many citizens in the gal
leries, including schoolchildren, who are 
observing the proceedings of this great 
deliberative body. I hope we may show 
them how the Senate can function as 
one of the last great free institutions in 
the world. 
· Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
think the point needs to be made, in 
view of the colloquy which has taken 
place, that we are debating possibly one 
of the most important bills that has ever 
been before this Congress, at least in 
recent months. We are debating the 
basic revision of the McMahon Act, the 
Atomic Energy Act. 

A number of us in the Senate sincerely 
believe that this revision is of such far
reaching consequences that it deserves 
the most meticulous consideration by 
Members of the Senate. 

I have listened to some of the speeches 
that have been made. While it was not 
my privilege to listen to all of the speech 
of the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PASTORE], I think anyone reading the 
RECORD will find it to be one of the most 
penetrating and provocative speeches 
made in the Senate for many a year. 

I have also had the privilege of listen
ing to the address of the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], or at least to a 
portion of it, on the licensing section of 
the bill. I have had the opportunity to 
discuss that particular section at length. 

I have listened to the comment, and 
also read the speech of the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN] on interna
tional aspects. 

I could point out section after section 
which is highly controversial, and, more
over, is basic and fundamental to the 
economic wellbeing of our country. 

I was willing to accept the proposal 
with respect to this one amendment, be
cause it seems to me, as the majority 
leader has said, that it is an amendment 
which is pretty well understood. We 
have been able, in 24 hours, to dispose 
of three amendments. The Anderson 
amendments was defeated. The John
son amendment was adopted. An 
amendment which I offered earlier this 
evening was accepted. 

I say that we can take this amend
ment. I have discussed it with the Sen
ator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER]. I 
believe it is not one that is going to stir 
up a tempest in this body. It is an 
amendment which applies pretty much 
to the basic context of what has already 
been adopted, in terms of the Johnson 
amendment, section 45. 

I feel that we could then proceed 
forthwith to consider other sections. 
But when we come to that point of the 
bill known as the licensing section, Sen
ators ought to be aware of the fact that 
.a number of Senators are concerned 
about it. I wish to cooperate. I have 
told the majority leader that I have no 
desire to see the Senate tied up indefi
nitely on this particular measure. 

No Member of this body is more inter
ested in social security legislation, farm 
legislation, or mutual security legisla
tion than is the junior Senator from 
Minnesota. There is no rule of the. Sen-

ate which would deny us the opportu
nity to lay the pending bill aside if we 
wished to consider the farm bill. Such 
a procedure has been followed again and 
again and again. I have been in this 
chamber when measures have been laid 
aside for weeks at a time in order to 
allow the Senate to proceed to the con
sideration of some other measure. It can 
be done now, if we wish to do it. Per
sonally I believe that we can complete 
consideration of the bill if we keep at 
it, and that we can arrive at an accept
able bill. 

I wish to vote for an atomic energy 
bill which will permit licensing private 
developers of atomic energy for electric 
power purposes but I do not want to vote 
for a bill which emasculates all the rules 
and regulations of Federal power policy 
for the past 48 years. I will not do so. 
I may make concessions in connection 
with a particular amendment, but I will 
not vote for a measure which I honestly 
believe does not fulfill the requirements 
of public responsibility. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest to the distinguished Senator that 
.he has made a practical suggestion. The 
particular amendment to which he re
fers is not of a controversial nature, I 
believe. · The Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER] may feel disposed to ob
ject to it. The Senator from Minnesota 
is in favor of it. Let us discuss the merits 
of that amendment, and perhaps, if we 
can keep the atmosphere of the Senate 
.cool this evening, if we do not permit it 
to become heated, as reasonable men on 
both sides of the aisle perhaps we can 
solve our problems one by one. We can 
not solve them all at once. We can take 
up only one amendment at a time. 

Is the Senator's amendment the 
pending question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest that he 

make his statement regarding it. Then 
it can be debated, and we can see what 
progress it is possible to make. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is a prac
tical suggestion. I have a warm affec
tion for the majority leader. I wish to 
proceed. If I have the floor, I will now 
proceed. 

Briefly, the pending amendment af
fects subsection (c) of section 182 of the 
bill, which is entitled, "License Appli
cations." 

What the amendment does is to have 
the language apply to that part of the 
license section which pertains to the li
censes on electric powerplants or atomic 
energy plants. The amendment applies 
to the subsection which reads: 

The Commission, in issuing any license 
for a utilization or production facility for 
the generation of commercial power under 
.section 103, shall give preferred considera
tion to applications for such facilities which 
will be located in high cost power areas in 
the United States if there are conflicting 
applications for a limited opportunity for 
such license. 

I have explained .the amendment to 
the distinguis1led senior Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPERJ. It WOuld 
apply to the preference clause as it re
lates to public bodies or cooperative 
bodies in a very limited situation. In 
other words, where there may be a very 

limited availability of atomic energy for 
the purpose of electrical generation un
der the licensing procedure, this amend
ment would apply. I believe the Senator 
from Iowa has full knowledge of what 
I am driving at, · and I should like to 
have his reaction to it. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 
. Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Has the Sen
ator offered the modification? We dis
cussed the amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to modify it. 
The amendment would read as fol

lows: On page 87, line 3, there would be 
added the following: 

Where such conflicting applications re
sulting from limited opportunity for such 
license include those submitted by public or 
cooperative bodies such applications shall be 
given preferred consideration. 

The language refers back to the lan
guage which it amends, namely, that 
where there are conflicting applications 
in a particular instance in which there 
is limited opportunity for licensing, pref
erence will be given to cooperative and 
public bodies. That refers to a geo
graphical area where there would be a 
high cost of power. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The amend
ment refers to such situations and pro
vides that where there are conflicting 
applications, and there is a limited op
portunity for license, preferred consid
eration shall be given to public or co
operative bodies. That paraphrases the 
language of the amendment, I believe. 

I will say to the Senator from Minne
sota that I am not personally in favor 
of this particular amendment, and would 
vote against it if we were to have a yea
and-nay vote on the floor. However, it 
carries out part of the idea which was 
adopted this afternoon in one of the 
amendments the Senate adopted. I 
have discussed the amendment with 
some members of the joint committee. 
We do not know what action the House 
of Representatives will take on it. How
ever, after discussing it with other mem
bers of the joint committee I feel justi
fied in saying that I shall be glad to ac
cept the amendment and take it to 
conference. I want the Senator to know, 
however, that my own feeling would be 
against the amendment if it were to be 
made an issue on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena
tor. In taking it to conference, I want 
it to be clear that what I have tried to · 
do in this amendment is to apply the 
same yardstick and the same rule inso
far as the high cost of electric power is 
concerned or licenses are permitted to be 
granted by the Commission as was ap
plied in the Johnson amendment and 
in the Gillette amendment, the Gillette 
amendment applying to · byproducts, 
and the Johnson amendment applying 
to the right of the Atomic Energy Com
mission to produce its own power. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I believe the 
amendment is clear. It is a supplement 
to the amendment in which the Senator 
from Rhode Island is interested, so far 
as the high cost areas are concerned. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-

. 
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ment offered by the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], as modified. 

The amendment as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk an amendment and I 
ask that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 13, line 3, 
after "of", it is proposed to insert the 
following: "Civilian Power Application, 
a Division of". 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in 
order to discuss this amendment appro
priately I should like to read first a few 
lines from the bill, at page 13: 

Szc. 25. Divisions and offices: There 1s 
hereby established within the Commission-

a. A Division of Military Application and 
such other program divisions (not to exceed 
ten in number) as the Commission may de
termine to be necessary to the discharge of 
it.; responsibilities. Each such division shall 
be under the direction of a Director who shall 
be appointed by the Commission and shall 
receive compensation at a rate determined by 
the Commission, but not in excess of $16,000 
per annum. The Director of the Division of 
Military Application shall be an active mem
ber of the Armed Forces. The Commission 
shall require each such division to exercise 
such of the Commission's administrative and 
executive powers as the Commission may 
determine. 

Mr. President, the language of my 
amendment would be inserted immedi
ately after the word "of" in line 3, on 
page 13. 

In that way there would be established 
a division of civilian power application. 

It may well be asked what the purpose 
of the amendment is. Basically, the 
pending bill is designed to deal with the 
civilian uses of atomic energy from 
nuclear or fissionable materials. 

It appears to me that what the au
thors of the proposed act have in mind 
is to set up a division such as the one the 
junior Senator from Minnesota has men
tioned, but not to specify it as I have 
specified it in my amendment. 

Mr. President, all kinds of licenses will 
be granted by the Commission. Need
less to say, much of the preliminary 
work will have to be done by a respon
sible division of the Commission. A 
number of hearings will have to be held. 
Obviously there will have to be research 
and a consideration of the basic needs of 
the civilian economy in terms of use of 
atomic · energy materials. Those atomic 
energy materials may be used for many 
purposes. They may be used for elec
tric energy, to be sure, but also for other 
purposes. My amendment is a simple 
amendment. It makes it perfectly clear 
that, in view of the impact of the pro
posed legislation and the intent of the 
proposed legislation, we should designate 
one part of the Atomic Energy Commis
sion as a division for what we might call 
civil applications, in which division the 
Commission would be able to proceed 
forthwith in licensing and all the other 
detail that come into that area of activ
ity, and also to have a better organ
ization in terms of the many uses of 
atomic energy. 

I hope that the vice chairman of the 
joint committee may see fit to consider 
this amendment. I believe we discussed 
it previously, and, if my memory serves 
me correctly, at the time he was uncer
tain about it, or opposed to it. 

In view of the fact that it is contem
plated that not more than 10 program 
divisions will be set up, it seems to me 
that one program division should be of 
the kind suggested in the amendment. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, the Senator from Minnesota is cor
rect in saying that we have discussed the 
proposed amendment. I told him, when 
we first discussed it, that I felt we could 
IJ.Ot accept the amendment for several 
reasons. In the first place, we have a 
number of divisions in the Commission, 
and I believe in those divisions there is 
sufficient authority already, without cre
ating a new division, to take care of all 
the needs that would be encompassed in 
a civilian application operation. 

We have a reactor division in the 
Commission, which is one of the old di
visions of the Commission. It has been 
a very successful division in connection 
with civilian applications outside of re
search and development. We have a 
division which deals with biology, for in
stance, and another with industrial ap
plications. We have as many divisions 
as can be properly fitted into the organi
zational structure of the Commission. 
I still feel the same way. I have talked 
to other members of the joint committee 
and to the ~taff. We feel, with all due 
respect to the Senator's amendment, 
that the setup in the Commission in the 
various divisions is adequate to handle 
any ramifications which may arise, and 
we believe that the Senator's amend
ment would simply create another divi
sion with a higher rated employee and 
additional employees. We do not think 
that the establishment of such a division 
would be warranted. 

I hope the Senator, in pursuit of his 
further inquiry since we discussed the 
amendment-! am about to say that I 
hope the Senator can see fit to not press 
his amendment, on the assurance that 
I and other members of the joint com
mittee believe that the present organi
zation of the Commission is ample to 
handle the situation the Senator has in 
mind. 

We hear a great deal of criticism about 
creating bureau after bureau and group 
after group. This is one place where I 
believe an added division would not be 
justified. I am not attempting to op
pose the civilian application idea, but I 
believe the Commission is fully equipped 
to handle the situation without creating 
an additional division. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. CASE. I wonder whether the 

Senator from Minnesota will yield so 
that I may address an inquiry to the 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from South Dakota may address a ques
tion to the Senator from Iowa. without 
my losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent re-

quest? The Chair hears none, and it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President. I should 
like to ask the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa, the vice chairman of the 
joint committee handling this bill, if it is 
his thought that from the language of 
the bill providing for a maxir.mm of 10 
divisions it is to be understood that one 
of them would be a division of military 
applications, and that since the remain
ing 9 divisions might be civilian divisions, 
to designate 1 alone as a civilian di
vision would be in effect to set one 
civilian division, so to speak, above per
haps several other divisions that would 
be also civilian divisions. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not know 
whether that reasoning is applicable, 
but the other nine divisions would have 
ample jurisdiction with regard to civilian 
applications. There are many phases to 
civilian applications. 

The:re is a reactor division, and there 
is a division of biology and medicine-

Mr. CASE. The other divisions would 
all be civilian as contrasted with mili
tary? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think, perhaps, 
in the main that may be a fairly ac
curate statement of the divisions. 

Mr. CASE. And the Senator says 
there is a division of military applica
tion? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, and certainly 
military activities extend in more or less 
limited degree into some of the other 
divisions also. There is a specific di
vision of military application, and there 
are nine other divisions. The various di
visions can be conducted, I think, without 
the creation of another-division. 

Mr. CASE. I asked that question be
cause I think the answer clarifies it for 
my own purposes. I wonder if there 
might be several other divisions which 
might be predominantly civilian in 
character. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. FLANDERS. The Senator has 

mentioned a biological division. That is 
distinctly civilian. How are the other 
specific civilian divisions separated from 
a general civilian division. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. We have a civilian 
application division relating to licenses. 

Mr. FLANDERS. So, it relates sim
ply to the application of atomic energy 
for power and the licensing of under
takings of that sort? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
Mr. FLANDERS. So it is very much 

more limited than the discussion would 
seem to indicate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to go back 
to that point, and I am grateful to the 
Senator from Vermont for bringing that 
to my attention. 

The purpose of the amendment was 
was to avoid involvement in any of 
the activities in the field of medicine or 
in the field of radio activity with refer
ence to the treatment of certain types 
of malignancy, but it applies to licensing 
for the creation of power for the genera
tion of electrical energy. I thought this 
was a desirable designation within tl}e 
Commission, because we are now ven
turing into an endeavor which we have 
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not undertaken before. We are dealing · 
in terms of legislation with a broad ex
pansion of . the Atomic Energy Commis
sion's activities. Primarily, those activi
ties have been in the field of military 
weapons. 

I was saying to the Senator from 
South Dakota we are now entering upon 
a particular type of program in the 
Atomic Energy Commission which is far 
greater than that which we have had 
in the past. The purpose of my amend
ment is to pin down the responsibility 
and to put into the confines of one divi
sion the particular licenses we want in 
connection with electrical energy pro
duction. 

Mr. CASE. I appreciate the fairness 
of the Senator. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There are military 
aspects of the functions of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. That is its firm 
responsibility at this stage. 

I suggest that for the moment we lay 
this amendment aside. I understand the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER] 
is here and wishes to address the Senate. 
While he is making his observations with 
reference to the bill, I should like to have 
the privilege of discussing the amend
ment with the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HICKENLOOPERl. I think we have clari
fied in the debate the purpose of the 
amendment, and I think that possibly 
we have made some progress. 

I yield the floor. 
1 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I wish 
now to address myself to the amendment 
offered by the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota. 

I addressed the Senate yesterday with 
regard to the proposed atomic energy 
bill. I emphasized that it is important, 
before we act on this monopoly-inspired 
bill, that we take full cognizance of what 
the people, through organizations rep
resenting millions of voters, are saying 
about the drive against a sound Federal 
power policy. I stressed the fact that the 
people, who are in great need of public 
power, who have a vital stake in what 
happens to this great natural resource, 
ought to be consulted concerning the 
pending bill. 

I pointed out and deplored the fact 
that they have neither been consulted 
nor listened to. I offered to enlighten 
the Members of this body about what 
the people-the farmer, the laborer, the 
consumer-think about all this. 

Accordingly I discussed at some length 
a few resolutions adopted by public power 
and consumer groups, so that the Senate 
might be informed of what these people, 
the ones with the real interest at stake, 
wanted done. 

I referred to a meeting at Denver, 
Colo., on the lOth and 11th of Decem
ber, attended by representatives of 30 
States, with hundreds and hundreds of 
delegates who are experts on this sub
ject. I read the resolution which was 
adopted unanimously at that conven
tion. It was a convention called by the 
National Farmers Union. 

I now desire to address myself to an
other convention, called to meet in 
Miami, Fla., last January, the convention 
of the National Electric Consumers Con
ference, which brought together more 

, than 5,400 delegates directly from the 

farms. They were officers of REA co
operatives. 

In the general language of their resolu
tions, they came together to speak and 
act for the progress and general bet
terment of 4 million of their neighbors 
and families, who have electric power on 
their farms n.s a result of the past per
formance and cooperative action of their 
Federal Government and themselves 
through the Rural Electrification Ad
ministration activities of the past 18 
years, and for 450,000 or more other 
farmers who yet hope to attain power-in 
this manner for their farms and farm 
homes. 

The delegates to this great convention 
termed the Rural Electrification Admin
istration and farmer partnership in 
power eminently successful, in accord
ance with the highest American tradi
tions. They asserted that they ''should 
be permitted to continue unhampered by 
unfounded propaganda of power monop
olists, retarding legislative act ion, or ill
consl.dered administrative rules and 
orders not compatible with our objective 
to secure for the American farmer and 
his family adequate electric power and 
telephone service at reasonable prices." 
They further affirmed that these goals 
may best be advanced "by the applica
tion of the sound and historic program 
of development and utilization of our 
Nation's waterpower in proper coordina
tion with other modern power supplies."-

The delegates reaffirmed the endorse
ment of the NRECA ''Statement of Fed
eral Power Policy of 1951," to which I 
shall refer later. They endorsed the 
Jackson bill providing that the Federal 
Power Commission should not grant a 
license to construct a dam if the project 
would be inconsistent with the compre
hensive development of the entire river 
basin involved. 

The delegates to the annual meeting 
of NRECA then resolved that any at
tempt to sell Federal power projects to 
commercial utilities will be met with all 
the opposition possible to protect the 
ownership of the people of the United 
States whose investments run into bil
lions of dollars, and to protect the con
sumers of electric power from possible 
exploitation. 

The great rural electric cooperative 
convention then proceeded to put itself 
on record in no uncertain terms on the 
importance of a continued program of 
Federal hydroelectric development, on 
the urgency of continued support for 
Federal power-marketing agencies, on 
full implementation of the preference 
clause in the sale of Federal power, and 
on fair and equitable allocation of costs 
to power in connection with multipur
pose Federal river-basin projects. 

The NRECA annual meeting strongly 
condemned the new power policy and 
marketing criteria announced by the 
Department of the Interior as an attempt 
to cripple the fine rural electric cooper
ative program. The delegates went on 
record in favor of positive legislation 
protecting the public interest in the de
velopment of St. Lawrence and Niagara 
power, in accordance with · established 
Federal power policy. They urged con
tinued support for the great TV A pro
gram. 

In order . to give the Members of the 
Senate a clear idea of the temper of 
these representatives of some 4 million 
members of rural electric cooperatives 
throughout the country, I will proceed 
to read e~cerpts from these important 
resolutions. 

Mr. President, before reading the reso
lution, I want to appeal to every Republi
can Senator. Certainly the memory of 
some of the older Republicans must go 
back to the days -when William Howard 
Taft was President of the United States. 
He was put in office by Theodore Roose
velt. He was handpicked at the Re
publican -convention by Theodore Roose
velt, and at the convention Mr. Roose
velt said that William Howard Taft 
would carry out the conservation pro
gram whiGh had been inaugurated by 
President Theodore Roosevelt and by the 
Secretary of the Interior, Mr. Pinchot. 
The whole country was for that program. 
Out of a clear sky, as every Member of 
the Senate who was of age at that time 
will remember, President Taft proceeded 
to tear that conservation program to 
pieces. It became a scandal. William 
Howard Taft took the same position 
taken by a majority of my colleagues. 
Some of the older Members on this side 
of the aisle will remember how Theodore 
Roosevelt was cast aside. Theodore 
Roosevelt ran as an independent for 
President of the United States, on the 
Bull Moose ticket, and all over the coun
try the Republican Party became known 
as the par ty of the reactionaries, headed 
by William Howard Taft, who had full 
power to renominate himself at the con
vention. Theodore Roosevelt walked out 
of that convention. Within a matter of 
a few days the Bull Moose Party was 
organized. Woodrow Wilson ran as the 
Democrat. What did the Republicans of 
the United States do? 

After Theodore Roosevelt got through 
with William Howard Taft, Mr. Taft 
carried two States, Utah and Vermont, 
and Mr. Taft was ignominiously kicked 
out of office of the President of the 
United States at the end of 4 years. We 
now have the same fight here. There 
are a few of us on this side of the aisle 
who are following the policy of Theodore 
Roosevelt. Most are following the policy 
of William Howard Taft .. 

All the natural resources of this coun
try, and one of the greatest resources is 
power, belong to the people, and not to 
a few private monopolies who want to 
grab it all for their selfish, greedy pur
poses, in order to feather their nests. 
That power belongs to the people. We 
say atOinic power belongs to the people. 
We have spent $12 billion developing 
atomic power. That is $12 billion of the 
public's money and we say that $12 bil
lion should go to the people of America 
and not to the Dixon-Yates group, 
which is the proposal the present admin
iStration is attempting to put over. 

Mr. President, I can cast only one vote, 
but that vote is mine. Any Senator can 
stand on this fioor and give his opinion 
as to what he thinks about a piece of 
pending legislation. I say that so long 
as Almighty God gives me breath, I in
tend to stand and speak for the rank 
and file of the people, for the laborers, 
the farmers, the working people, the 
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small-business man, the small· munici
palities, the villages, the towns; and the 
cities that have been getting cheap 
power. By my vote I shall never sur
render such power to private monopo
lists who are bent on robbing the 
people-based on what I have seen of· 
their past record and their ·present 
record-of every possible penny they can 
gouge from them. Why do I say that? 
Because that is the record. 

The resolution adopted by 5,400 mem
bers of the REA, beginning with support 
for hydrodevelopment, and continuing 
with support for the TVA, shows that 
what I say is the truth. Let me read 
some of the resolutions adopted by 5,400 
experts, men who had worked for 18 
years at developing the REA, men who 
developed hundreds of thousands of 
miles of lines. What do they say about 
Mr. Dwight D. Eisenhower's Secretary of 
Interior, Mr. Douglas McKay, and about 
his Under Secretary, Mr. Aandahl, after 
they were there and talked to them? No 
Senator has more knowledge of the sub
ject than any one of the hundreds of 
delegates who attended that convention. 
Not a Senator knows more about the 
REA than I do, and I admit I know noth
ing about it. However, when the experts 
heat: the proposed program of the Sec
retary of the Interior and his Under Sec
retary, Mr. Aandahl, and 5,400 experts 
say it is not a good program, the Sena
tor from North Dakota knows enough, 
Mr. President, to follow the advice of 
those 5,400 delegates. I shall now read 
some of the resolutions adopted unani
mously by them: 

Whereas there are a great number of hydro
projects throughout the United States suit
able for the development of low-cost electric 
power; and 

Whereas these projects are needed to meet 
the requirements for electric power in the 
Nation; and 

Whereas there is a need for the accelera
tion of the program of conservation and con
trol of our river basin waters for power, irri
gation, and fiood control, the benefits of 
which are essential for the long-term pros
perity of the Nation: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we, the delegates to this 
12th annual meeting of the NRECA, assem
bled January 11-14, 1954, do hereby urge 
Congress to: 

They urge us. They go to the only 
people to whom they can go, the Mem
bers of Congress. They come to us as 
citizens, pleading with us, telling us what 
they want. The resolution goes on: 

1. Appropriate necessary funds for the 
construction and completion of all multi
purpose hydroprojects approved by proper 
authorities and meeting the specifications 
laid down for feasible multipurpose dam 
construction, and by way of illustration, 
but not exclusive of other such projects as 
the following dams: 

Alabama-Coosa, Jim Woodruff, St. Law
rence, Niagara, Missouri Basin, Qahe, Buf
falo Rapids, Glendo, Yellow Tail, Frying Pan
Arkansas, Table Rock, Keystone, McGee 
Bend, Grier Ferry, Eufula, Hells Canyon, Ice 
Harbor, Hartwell, Upper Columbia, Buford, 
Devils Canyon, and Colorado River storage 
project; be it turther 

Resolved, That Congress enact the neces
sary legislation to assure the people that 
development of hydrosites solely for power
production purposes, by commerci~l utili
ties, or non-Federal agencies may be under-

taken only when such· development will not 
interfere with ultimate comprehensive re
gional or river-basin development, which 
because of size and complexity of purpose 
should be properly undertaken only by Fed
eral agencies; be it further 

Resolved, That we urgently request Con
gress to appropriate necessary funds for 
transmission facilities to integrate river
basin project power facilities, and delivery of 
power to preference customers' load centers; 
be it further 

Resolved, That rights of preference cus
tomers, under the Flood Control Act of 1944--

As was so eloquently stated a few 
minutes ago by the distinguished Sen
ator from Minnesota-
be recognized, and that preference customers 
be advised that power is available, and their 
needs met before contracts or interim agree
ments are made with commercial utilities 
for disposal of power from various power 
projects. 

POWER MARKETING AGENCIES 

Whereas it was the intent of the Congress, 
as stated in the Flood Control Act of 1944, 
that power produced at Federal hydroproj
ects be made available to cooperatives, 
municipalities-

Which means towns, villages, and 
cities-
and government bodies as preference cus
tomers; and 

Whereas failure to carry out this congres
sional edict is endangering the very exist
ence of cooperatives, and jeopardizing loans 
made by the Rural Electrification Adminis
tration: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the delegates assembled at 
the 1954 annual meeting of the National 
Rural Electric Cooperative Association do 
respectfully request that the Congress-

By whom, Mr. President? By Con
gress-
require the Department of the Interior to 
comply with the law as written in the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 and to implement and 
make the law effective; and be it further 

Resolved, That we urge that adequate 
continuing and construction funds be made 
available to the Southwestern Power Admin
istration and to the Southeastern Power 
Administration to enable them to honor 
existing contracts with preference agencies, 
and make power generated at Federal hydro
projects available to preference agencies as 
directed by the ConlP"ess; and-

Note this, Mr. President
be it further 

Resolved, That COngress appropriate ade
quate continuing funds for these agencies 
prior to February 28, 1954. 

Now we come to the preference mat
ter: 

Be it resolved, That we again urge upon 
the Members of Congress the retention and 
protection of the "preference" clause in legis
lation pertaining to the development of our 
material resources, insofar as the distribu
tion of resulting electric power is concerned. 

I do not see how they could have made 
themselves any clearer than they did in 
this resolution as it pertains to the pend
ing legislation. 

They then take up the question of the 
sale of Federal power. 

SALE OF FEDERAL POWER 

Be it resolved, That funds be made avail
able to the Southeastern Power Administra
tion for construction of transmission lines 
from Clark Hill Dam to serve preferred cus
tomers, and if that is not done, that the pro-

posal of the Georgia Electric Membership 
Corp. (statewide) to purchase the entire out-

1 
put of the Georgia side of Clark Hill Dam 
for distribution to preference customers and 
commercial power companies in the area to 
assure greatest benefits to all, be approved 
by the Department of the Interior, as op
posed to the bus bar sale of the power to the 
Georgia Power Co., with almost the entire 
benefit going to that company; and 

The Georgia Power Co. is not the 
Dixon-Yates gang, but they are just like 
them. The only difference is that the· 
Dixon-Yates gang has not yet had an 
opportunity to become organized. Ap
parently it is a part of the holding com
pany, the Southern Co.: · 

Be it further resolved, That if a policy of 
sale at the busbar is followed by the United 
States Government in the distribution of· 
electric power generated at Federal hydro
projects, the Rural Electrification Adminis
tration make available funds for construc
tion of transmission lines by rural electric 
cooperatives, so that power generated at Fed
eral hydro-projects can be made available 
to preference agencies as directed by the 
United States Congress in the Flood Control 
Act of 1944. · 

Among other things they take up the 
question of power in Alaska. There is 
one provision which I should like to read. 
I ask unanimous consent that the re
mainder of the resolutions may be 
printed in the RECORD at this point as 
a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection the re
mainder of the resolutions was ordered 
to be printed in the RECoRD, as follows: 

ALLOCATION OF COSTS TO POWER 

Whereas the development of river basins, 
with reference to multipurpose dains, has 
been delegated to more than one Govern
ment agency; and 

Whereas only one Government agency 18 
designated as the marketing body for elec
tric energy generated at these dams; and 

Whereas too much of the total cost of 
some of the-Ee dains has been charged to 
generating facilities: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the members of the National 
Rural Electric Cooperative Association, That 
we urge a coordination committee selected 
from the agencies be created to establish a 
fair and equitable allocation of the costs in 
all phases of multipurpose dam develop
ment, recognizing any geographical or local 
conditions. 

INTERIOR POWER POLICY 

Whereas the new Interior power policy for 
the country and the new Mise.ouri Basin 
power marketing criteria-which is an ex
tension of that policy in the Missouri Basin~ 
strike at the heart of the rural electrification 
program in every State where the rural elec
tric systeins now purchase, or expect to 
purchase in the future, federally generated 
power; and 

Whereas the new Interior power policy 
calls for the building only of multipurpose 
dains which others will not build-which 
means the choice sites will go to the com
mercial power companies-and calls for the 
building of fewer transmission lines-which 
means .that the power companies will buy 
more of the power at the bus bar to the ex
clusion of the rural electrics; and 

Whereas the marketing Criteria started as 
an "all-out" attack to the extent that the 
claimed powers of the Secretary of the In
terior would allow, and even as revised under 
date of December 11, 1953, still constitutes 
an apparent deliberate and direct attack 
upon the preference clauses of Federal mar
keting statutes, which are so important to 
the farmers ot this country; and 



11424 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 'July 22 
Whereas the criteria will cause irreparable 

damage to our rural electric systems by-
1. Arbitrarily limiting the amount of firm 

power available to preference customers to 
an inefficiently low standard, thereby also 
reducing Government revenues at the ex
pense of the preferred customers and the 
Government; 

2. Refusing to give preferred customers 
contractual protection without the pay
ment of penalties so heavy that it would 
destroy the financial stability of many rural 
systems; 

3. Providing for long term contracts with 
nonpreference customers without a with
drawal clause, in abrogation of preference 
rights granted by law to our rural systems; 

4. Limiting the area of service and t hereby 
making it impossible for some preference 
customers ever to receive any Government 
m arketed power; 

5. Officially ending the postage stamp rate 
which provided that all customers p ay the 
same price regardless of distance from the 
dam; and 

6. Introducing a minimum annual capac
ity charge that is both unnecessary for the 
protection of the Government and costly 
to the rural electric systems; and 

Whereas the Department of the Interior 
has also announced that it will not con
tinue its long established policy of insisting 
that the cost of power produced in multi
purpose projects be determined on an in
<;remental cost or equitable proportionate 
cost basis, but will leave cost allocations to 
the agencies which build the projects, mean
ing higher cost to the rural electrics because 
of formulas applied by the other agencies; 
and 

Whereas these changes in well established 
power policies, which have .operated success
fully in the past, are unwarranted and have 
been adopted without consultation with t~he 
chosen representatives of the people and 
rural systems involved; and therefore con
stitute an apparent deliberate attempt to 
damage our rural systems: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That we, the delegates to the 
annual meeting of the National Rural Elec
tric Cooperative Association, meeting in 
Miami, Fla., January 14, 1954, strongly con
demn this new policy and marketing criteria 
of the Department of the Interior; and that 
we pledge ourselves to use every eff0rt to 
defeat this attempt to cripple our fine pro
gam; and that we do hereby request the 
Secret ary of the Interior to withdraw imme
diately the policy and marketing criteria 
and to make no changes in established power 
policies affecting our rural systems without 
prior consultation with the represent atives 
of the rural systems, chosen by them for that 
purpose. · 

The secretary is instructed to send copies 
of this resolution to (1) the President of the 
United States, (2) every Member of Congress, 
and (3) the Secretary of the Interior. 

ST. LAWRENCE AND NIAGARA POWER 

Whereas NRECA has, at its lOth and 11th 
meetings, requested the Congress to enact 
legislation for the development of power on 
the St. Lawrence River in accordance with 
the established policy of NRECA relating to 
public-power development as set forth in the 
statement of Federal power policy adopted 
by NRECA, February 1, 1951; and 

Whereas the Congress has failed to enact 
such legislation and the Federal Power Com
mission has granted a license to the Power 
Authority of the State of New York to de
velop and market St. Lawrence hydropower, 
without protection to the consumer through 
application of the provisions of the prefer
ence clause of the Flood Control Act of 1944; 
and 

Whereas legislation is now pending in the 
Congress to permit the development at Niag
ara of hydropower by five private companies, 
with no protection afforded the public: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That we do hereby request the 
Congress to enact po_sitive legislation for the 
protection of the public in accordance with 
the established power policy of NRECA in the 
development of hydropower at the St. Law
rence and Niagara power sites. 

ALASKA POWER PROGRAM 

Be it resolved, That we reaffirm our en
dorsement of the Devil Canyon Dam on the 
Susitna River in Alaska, and we urge a con
tinuing program of investigations of hydro
electric sites and studies of load growth 
throughout Alaska so as to encourage a more 
adequate supply of power at lower rates. 

SUPPORT FOR TVA 

Whereas the TVA has been so vitally con
structivs in· providing low-cost electric 
power and energy to the farmers, home
owners, defense industries, other industries, 
municipa lities, and mills in the Tennessee 
Valley, and improved the general standard of 
living for farm and homeowners through 
furnishing power to the rural electric co- , 
operatives, and to the establishment of in
dustries in its area ; and 

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority 
has m ade vast contributions to national de
fense, including the provision far ahead of 
schedule of the tremendous needs for power 
of the atomic energy program, furnishing 
this power at rates so low as to save all the 
t axpayers of the United States millions of 
dolla rs; and 

Whereas the TV A progra m is self-liqui
dating, repaying capital invested by the 
people of the United States over a 40-year 
period and will still belong to all the Ameri
can people after the people of the Tennes
see Valley have paid for it; and 

Whereas TV A's wholesale rate yardstick 
has reduced the rates at which all rural elec
tric systems must buy power, thus exercising 
a restraining influence that diminishes only 
with the distance from TVA territory: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolv ed, That we commend to the Con
gress the great economic advancements and 
contributions to the development of the 
Southeast made by the TV A, and request 
that continued appropriations be made to 
supplement, advance, and continue this 
great development of our national resources. 

Mr. LANGER. I wish to read this 
paragraph: 

Support for TV A. 

This is the very TVA that Congress is 
trying to wreck today. Fifty-four hun
dred delegates meeting in Miami on Jan
uary 11, 12, 13, and 14, after Mr. McKay, 
Secretary of the Interior, had talked to 
them, and after the head of the depart
ment, Mr. Aandahl, had talked to them, 
by unanimous vote had this to say with 
respect to support for TV A: 

Whereas, the TVA has been so vitally con
structive in providing low-cost electric power 
and energy to the farmers , homeowners, 
defense industry, other industries, munici
palities and mills in the Tennessee Valley, 
and improved the general standard of living 
for farm and homeowners through furnish
ing power to the rural electric cooperatives, 
and to the establishment of industries in its 
area; and 

Whereas , the Tennessee Valley Authority 
h as made vast contributions to national de
fense, including the provision far ahead of 
schedule of the tremendous needs for power 
of the atomic energy program-

I stop for a moment to invite the 
attention of every Sena.tor to the fact 
that they specifically mention the 
atomic-energy program-
furnishing this~ power at rates so low aa 
to save all the taxpayers of the United States 
millions of dollars; and 

Whereas, the TVA program is self-liquidat
ing, repaying capital invested by the people 
of the United States over a 40-year period 
and will still belong to all the American peo
ple after the people of the Tennessee Valley 
have paid for it; and 

Whereas, TV A's wholesale rate yardstick 
has reduced the rates at which-all rural elec
tric systems must buy power, thus exercis
ing a restraining influence that diminishes 
only with the distance from TVA territory; 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we commend to the Con
gress the great economic advancements and 
contributions to the development of the 
Southeast made by the TV A, and request 
that continued appropriations be made to 
supplement, advance, and continue this great 
development of our national resources. 

At another place they make it very 
clear that they are not following the 
policy laid down by the Eisenhower ad
ministration. They do not condemn 
Mr. Eisenhower personally, but they con
demn the policies laid down by Mr. Mc
Kay, the man whom he appointed Sec
retary of the Interior, and by Mr. 
Aandahl, Under Secretary. 

I have told the Senate about the meet
ing at Denver, attended by representa
tives of 30 States. It met December 10 
and 11. I have told Senators about the 
one at Miami, attended by 4,500 dele
gates coming from every State in the 
Union and Alaska and Hawaii. Now I 
wish to take up the one which was held 
in Albany, N. Y. 

The Northeast Electric Consumers 
Conference, meeting in Albany, N. ·Y., 
brought together approximately 200 rep
resentatives of municipal electric sys
tems, rural electric cooperatives, labor, 
farm, and consumer organizations from 
New England, New York, Pennsylvania, 
and Ohio. 

A few years ago a Senator called a 
group of Senators from the Northwest 
the "sons of the wild jackass." I· invite 
the attention of Republicans coming 
from those States today to the fact that 
of the men meeting in this conference 
not one of them came from the North
west or the West. They came from the 
New England States and from New York, 
Pennsylvania, and Ohio. What did they 
do? The theme of the meeting was an 
action program to fight the high cost 
and low consumption of power, particu
larly in New York and New England. 
Particular emphasis was placed on sup
port for the public redevelopment of 
Niagara Falls power, with preference to 
public agencies and cooperatives in the 
marketing of the power. 

This important electric consumers' 
conference also went on record in sup
port of a broad power program, includ
ing public development of atomic power, 
with preference to rural electric coopera
tives, municipalities, and other non
profit electric systems. The conference 
opposed the giveaway amendment of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, including 
"granting of patent rights on atomic 
processes to individuals or private cor
porations." 

If this bill becomes law, Mr. President, 
Congress will have passed it in the face 
of all the representatives of the various 
REA cooperatives, in the face of repre
sentatives from municipalities in the New 
England States, Pennsylvania, and Ohio, 
and in the face of the consumers group, 
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as well as of the public· generally, whom 
those 200 delegates represented. · 

In order to suggest to the Senate how 
these many farm, labor, and consumer 
organizations in the Northeast feel about 
the great power issue, which is before us 
in the proposal to rewrite the Atomic 
Energy Act, I shall later read the state
ment of principles and goals which they 
adopted unanimously. 

The statement is quite long. I hesi
tate at this late hour of the night to read 
it. I shall perhaps give myself that 
pleasure tomorrow or next day, if this 
debate continues. -Meantime, if any 
Senator desires to read it, it will be 
available in my omce. 

sumce it to say, in general, that these 
delegates from the New England States 
and from Ohio, Pennsylvania, and New 
York adopted the same kind of resolu
tions as were adopted at Denver and as 
were adopted by 4,500 delegates unani
mously at Miami on January 11, 12, 13, 
and 14 of this year. 

The question is, Is the Senate going to 
represent the 4 million people who al
ready have REA, and the 450,000 who do 
not have it, but who want it, or are we 
going to vote for this bill, which in my 
opinion, at least, favors private utility 
monopoly? . 

The next is the American Public Power 
Association. The American Public 
Power Association, a national manage
ment organization, representing over 
700 publicly owned electric systems 
throughout the country, met in Chicago 
in early May when the final hearings 
before the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy were about to begin. Of course, 
these people did not have a great lobby
ist, who gets $65,000 a year, to speak for 
them. They just had ordinary indi
dividuals. There were 700 of them. 

In a series of resolutions the conven
tion placed the country's municipal-elec
tric systems on record in full support of 
the basic principles of the Federal power 
policy, which is now under attack on a 
dozen fronts by an administration that 
appears to be committed to the power
trust strategy. 

The APPA resolutions, which are of 
importance in connection with the 
atomic power bill now before the Sen
ate, deal with the preference clause; 
with the St. Lawrence and Niagara 
power developments; with the Tennes
see Valley Authority's need for addi· 
tional generating capacity; with the 
tremendous subsidy the Government· is 
giving to private power companies 
through the accelerated tax amortiza
tion program; and with the proposed 
amendments to the Atomic Energy Act. 

I want to repeat that, Mr. President, 
the Tennessee Valley Authority's need 
for additional generating capacity. 

They did not mention Dixon-Yates. 
They mentioned the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. 

This great convention even found time 
to commend the Senate Subcommittee 
on Anti-Trust and Monopoly Legisla
tion for its investigation into monopo
listic practices in the power industry. 
It urged an extension of that investi
gation. 

The resolution dealing with the pro
posed atomic energy legislation declared 

that the "provisions: of the bill, insofar 
as they deal with patents and permit or 
encourage a monopoly, . are not only 
subversive of the public welfare, but 
they are so obviously designed to serve 
individual private interests at the ex
pense of the general · welfare as to re
quire their total rejection." 

Mr. KNOWLAND . . Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I have 
the floor. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I thought the 
Senator from North Dakota had con
cluded his remarks. 

Mr. LANGER. It may take me a 
little time to finsh them. I will finish 
my remarks tomorrow. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll and 
the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Clements 
Cordon 
Crippa 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Du1f 
Dworshak 

Eastland 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Goldwater 
Hendrickson 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnson, Tex. 
Johnston, S.C. 
Kilgore 
Knowland 
Kuchel 
Langer 
Long 
Malone 
Martin 

McCarthy 
Millikin 
Monroney 
Mundt 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Thye 
Upton 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
once again, for the reasons I stated here
tofore and which I shall not repeat, I 
send to the desk a unanimous-consent 
agreement relative to the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY] identified as 7-16-54-
K, and I ask for the clerk to read it for 
the information of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will read the proposed unani
mous-consent agreement. 

The Chief Clerk read, as follows: 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMEN'!' 

Ordered, That any debate on the amend
ment 7-16-54-K to S. 3690 submitted by the 
Senator. from Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREY], 
including any amendment or motion sub
mitted thereto, shall be limited to not ex
ceeding one-half hour, to be equally divided 
and controlled, respectively, by the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] and the 
Senator from Iowa (Mr. HICKENLOOPER] : 

• Provided, That no amendment thereto that 
is not germane to the subject matter of the 
said bill shall be received. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
hope the Senate will agree to this re
quest. The amendment is not a highly 
technical one. We might be able to 
make a little progress this evening. I 
shall then have other unanimous-con
sent requests to propose as we make 
progress. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I feel that at this time it 

is necessary for me to object, for the 
simple reason that we want the amend
ments to be fully discussed. We do not 
want to cramp any Senator at any time. 
. Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, for 
the reasons I have stated, I move that 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] be laid 
on the table. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. For a question. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

would ask the Senator from California 
if he would not proceed with the con
sideration of this amendment. I do not 
think it will take very long. We are all 
being cooperative in the matter, and we 
can completely discuss the amendment 
in the manner in which amendments 
should be discussed, namely, by free and 
open discussion, and we can get on with 
the business of the Senate. I have no 
intention of making any long discussion 
of it. If the amendment is not adopted, 
we will proceed to the next amendment. 
There are a number of amendments that 
are being offered in good faith. There 
is no effort to put the Senate into any 
embarrassing position of time-lag or 
jamming up the program. I would ap
preciate it if the majority leader would 
give us a chance to finish the debate. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
endeavored to get agreement on what I 
thought was an acceptable unanimous
consent request. Apparently, we are 
going to be delayed in casting votes on 
this and on other amendments, and I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the motion to 
lay the amendment of the Senator from 
Minnesota on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
a sumcient second, and the yeas and 
nays are ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken Ferguson . 
Barrett Flanders 
Beall Goldwater 
Bennett Hendrickson 
Bowring Hickenlooper 
Bricker Holland 
Bridges HumphreJ' 
Bush Ives 
Butler Jenner 
Capehart Johnson, Tex. 
Case Johnston, S.C. 
Clements Kilgore 
Cordon Knowland 
Crippa Kuchel 
Daniel Langer 
Dirksen Long 
Duff Malone 
Dworshak Martin 
Eastland McCarthy 

Millikin 
MonroneJ' 
Mundt 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
SaltonstaU 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Thye 
Upton 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the mo
tion of the Senator from California to 
lay on the table the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY]. On this question the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 

the Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] 
is necessarily absent. 
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Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senators from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
soN and Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. BuRKEl, the Senators from 
Virginia [Mr. BYRD and Mr. ROBERTSON], 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS], 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN
DER], the Senators from North Carolina 
[Mr. ERVIN and Mr. LENNON], the Sena
tor from Delaware [Mr. FREAR], the Sen
ators from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT and 
Mr. McCLELLAN], the Senators from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE and Mr. RUSSELL], 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], 
the Senators from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE 
and Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senators from 
Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN and Mr. PAs
TORE], the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
HAYDEN], the Senators from Missouri 
[Mr. HENNINGS and Mr. SYMINGTON], the 
Senators from Alabama [Mr. HILL and 
Mr. SPARKMAN], the Senators from 
Washington [Mr. JACKSON and Mr. MAG
NUSON], the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
JOHNSON], the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. l;{ENNEDY], the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. KERR], the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN], the Senators 
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD and Mr. 
MURRAY], the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. MAYBANKJ, the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. McCARRANJ, the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERs], 
and the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
STENNIS] are necessarily absent. 

The result was announced-yeas 47, 
nays 9, as follows: 

Aiken 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Cordon 
Crippa 
Daniel 
Dirksen 

Clements 
Eastland 
Humphrey 

Anderson 
Burke 
Byrd 
Chavez 
Cooper 
Douglas 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Frear 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 
Gore 
Green 

YEAS--47 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Goldwater 
Hendrickson 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Ives 
Jenner 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Malone 
Martin 
McCarthy 
Millikin 

NAYS-9 

Mundt 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Thye 
Upton 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

Johnson, Tex. Langer 
Johnston, S.C. Long 
Kilgore Monroney 

NOT VOTING-40 
Hayden 
Hennings 
Hill 
Jackson 
Johnson, Colo. 
Kefauver 
Kennedy 
Kerr 
Lehman 
Lennon 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
May bank 
McCarran 

McClellan 
Morse 
Murray 
Neely 
Pastore 
Robertson 
Russell 
Smathers 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Welker 

So Mr. KNOWLAND's motion to lay on 
the table Mr. HUMPHREY's amendment 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
REYNOLDS in the chair) . The bill is 
open to further amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk and ask to have the 
clerk read the amendment identified as 
7-16-54 G. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be read. 

The ·CHIEF CLERK. On page 87, after 
line 20, it is proposed to add a new sec
tion, as follows: 

e. Every licensee under this act, holding a 
license from the Commission for a utilizat ion 
or production facility for the generation of 
commercial power under section 103, shall 
be subject to the regulatory provisions of 
the Federal Power Act applicable to licensees 
under that act as established by sections 301, 
302, 304, and 306 thereof and to such other 
provisions of the Federal Power Act as pro
vide for the enforcement of the regulatory 
authority of the Federal Power Commission 
with respect to licensees for development of 
waterpower. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Min
nesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this amendment, in brief, is 
to assure that those who are licensed by 
the Atomic Energy Commission to use 
nuclear materials for the generation of 
commercial power will be subject to the 
regulatory provisions of the Federal 
Power Act. This control would be after 
the yardstick operation of the nuclear 
powerplants by the Federal Government, 
as a second line of defense against the 
exploitation of this great Government
owned and people's-owned resource. 

The simple purpose of the amendment 
is to apply the established rules and 
regulations and provisions of public law 
with respect to the generation of hydro
electric power and other forms of energy, 
as written in the Federal Power Act, to 
licensees of the Commission under the 
pending bill. 

Mr. President, I desire to make it clear 
that the purpose of this amendment is 
to safeguard the resources which are in 
the possession of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, and which in reality are 
in the ownership of the people of the 
United States. It has been -made crystal 
clear throughout this debate that we are 
not talking about private property owned 
by some corporation or partnership or 
individual. I regret to say that I am of 
the opinion that there are Members of 
this body who think that we are dealing 
with a normal contractual relationship 
between individuals or between business 
institutions; but we are not. We are 
talking about a great natural resource 
which belongs to the people of the United 
States; and when the Congress of the 
United States is legislating a policy which 
will permit a Commission of five mem
bers to license the use of that resource 
by an individual corporation, it appears 
to me that it is desirable to embody in 
the law rules and regulations that are 
tested by experience. I am rather dis
appointed and discouraged to find in the 
104 pages of the bill an inadequacy in 
the safeguards and protections of the · 
public interest. 

The Federal Power Act is the result 
of long deliberation on the part of many 
Congresses. It has been amended; it 
has been gone over time after time. 
The purposes of that act have been re
viewed by committees of this Congress. 

The Federal Power Commission has 
exercised administrative ju-risdiction un~ 
der the terms .of the Federal Power Act; 
and why should one kind of rule and 

regulation apply to electrical power 
made by hydroelectric generation or 
thermal generation and apply a differ
ent set of standards and regulations to 
electrical energy produced from nuclear 
energy or nuclear power? 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. Does the Senator know 

that the gas that is produced in the 
State of Louisiana and shipped outside 
that State is subject to regulation, even 
though it is privately owned? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Louisiana has again touched upon one 
of the points I want to make clear. 
Whether it is · oil or gas or electrical 
energy generated ·by steam plants or by 
hydroelectric-generation facilities, it is 
subject to the Federal Power Act rules 
and regulations. And here we are leg
islating in the field of atomic energy, 
the great-wonder accomplishment of 
modern times, the greatest power re
source man has ever known, and we 
hesitate to apply the rules and stand
ards which had been proven to be effec
tive in protecting the public interest. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
· Mr. LONG. Does the Sen.ator know 

that the Congress saw fit to pass an act 
which has been interpreted as giving 
the Federal Power Commission the right 
to fix a price at which a natural-gas 
producer can sell his gas in interstate 
commerce, even though the gas was pri
vately discovered and privately owned 
by private individuals? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota is aware of that, and, while 
there are some honest differences be
tween the Senator from Louisiana and 
the Senator from Minnesota as to 
whether or not that authority ought to 
be in the Commission, the court has so 
ruled. Yet, when we now come to 
atomic energy, which is not privately 
owned, and which cannot be privately 
owned, atomic energy which, under the 
terms of this law, can only be licensed 
for use by the Commission and not for 
ownership, we hesitate to apply the rules 
and regulations which have been proven 
to be at least acceptable to the Con
gress throughout the years, in behalf of 
the public interest. That is the pur
pose of my amendment. 

I want to say, Mr. President, that I do 
not want this amendment to be laid 
on the table as a means of thwarting 
action on the part of the Senate. We 
have a sorry spectacle here. On the 
one hand, we have Senators hurling 
accusations of filibuster, when it seems 
to me bills are being brought up as fast 
as they can be brought up, No Senator 
in this body can stop another Sen
ator, when he gets the floor, from mak
ing a speech. The speeches this evening 
have not been on extraneous subjects; 
they have been on the subject of power, 
they have been on the subject of this 
bill. I have several amendments on 
which I h·ave worked for days, in order 
to get them ready; and I am going to 
pre~ent every last. one of. them. I may 
say I will be here when some other Sen-
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ators have gone home and to bed. .I 
am going to be here, presenting my 
amendments. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY . . Yes; I yield. 
Mr. LONG. Is the Senator familiar 

with the fact--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Louisiana will address the 
Chair. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, is the 
Senator familiar with the fact that 
when we had the Bricker amendment 
under consideration we debated it for 5 
weeks, yet no one ever moved to table 
the Bricker amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am aware of that 
fact. I am aware of the many gyrations 
in connection with the Bricker amend
ment. By the time it went through this 
mill, it was not the original Bricker 
amendment, and with all due deference 
to our dear friend from Ohio, I do not 
know whose amendment it was; but he 
at least got the honor of its authorship. 

Mr. KNOWLAND rose. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I am sure that 

the majority leader would like to have 
me yield to him, and I want to do so. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I understood the 
Senator--

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator will 
understand that this is an important 
amendment, and I want to discuss it a 
little bit more. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator from 
California will be glad to wait. He al
ways enjoys the presentations made by 
the Senator from Minnesota; and the 
Senato:..· from California will be right 
here with him when he has completed 
his remarks. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, this 
is one of the most encouraging signs of 
the evening, to see the affability, the 
generosity, the compassionate under
standing of the majority leader. I want 
to say that I am here to share in this 
wonderful development of friendship 
and amicability we now have; and I say 
that, in all sincerity, to the majority 
leader. I want to expedite the work of 
the Senate, and I shall. But I am not 
going to expedite this amendment, until 
I see the light in the eye of the majority 
leader, indicating that he seeks action 
on the amendment, and not its untimely 
burial. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to 
ask the Senator if the Senator will yield 
for the purpose of permitting the ma
jority leader to submit a unanimous con· 
sent agreement. I assure the Senator it 
is not intended to table his amendment, 
and is not meant to cut otr debate; and 
if the time proposed in the agreement is 
not satisfactory to the distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota, and he sug .. 
gests additional time, I will certainly be 
glad to see if the matter can be worked 
out on the :floor of the Senate. I wonder, 
on condition that he will not lose his 
right to the :floor, whether he will per· 
mit me to send to the desk the proposed 
unanimous consent request and have it 

read for the information of the Senate. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I may say that we 

went through this procedure once be· 
fore. I wanted then to cooperate with 
the Senator and I still am of the same 
mind, but I think I must frankly state 
that there are Members, colleagues of 
mine, who are not of the same mind. I 
do not want to embarrass anyone, either 
myself or any one of my colleagues. 

I know that the majority leader, so to 
speak, has the whip hand. In making 
these proposals for unanimous consent 
agreements he has found a kindly soul, 
a willing person, in the junior Senator 
from Minnesota. I am just filled with 
consent, tonight. I want unanimous 
consent to be given to practically all the 
suggestions the majority leader makes
practically all, not all. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Knowing the Sen

ator to have a liberal mind, would he 
have any objection, even though he de
cided to object later, to permitting me at 
least to let the Senate know what I was 
going to suggest? I wanted the Senator 
to be sure I was not going to propose to 
cut off debate, or take him off the :floor. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am always will
ing to listen to any new suggestion any .. 
one might make. I am of a liberal 
mind; I believe in free speech, freedom 
of suggesti<m, and freedom of petition; 
and I am now going to yield gladly to 
the distinguished majority leader to 
make whatever request he desires. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. And with the un· 
derstanding that the distinguished Sen· 
ator will not lose his rights to the :floor. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 

there objection? The Chair hears none. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I now send to the 

desk a unanimous-consent request, and 
ask that it be read for the information 
of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
proposed unanimous-consent agreement 
will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read, as follows: 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Ordered, That any debate on the amend
ment to 7-16-54 G, S. 3690, submitted by the 
Senator from Minnesota, Mr. HuMPHREY, in
cluding any amendment or motion sub
·mitted thereto, shall be limited to not ex
ceeding 1 hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled, respectively, by the Senator from 
Minnesota, Mr. HUMPHREY, and the Senator 
from Iowa., Mr. HICKENLOOPER: Provided, 
That no amendment thereto that is not ger
mane to tl:.e subject matter of the said bill 
shall be received. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. rs 
there objection to the unanimous-con
sent request? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I do 
want to see if we cannot get together, as 
reasonable men; perhaps, I should have 
said, "Come, let us reason together." 

I wonder if 1 hour would be too short, 
or if an hour and a half, equally divided, 
would be agreeable? Or, if the Senator 
feels that the amendment is important
and I can understand how he may well 
feel as strongly on some of these pro
posals as he does--he might suggest 2 
hours,. 1 hour of -which would be con-

trolled by the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota, and the other hour by the 
distinguished Senator from Iowa. I cer
tainly want to be reasonable. I am not 
trying to foreclose debate, but I should 
like to see if we cannot adjust the matter 
with my good friend from Minnesota, 
and fix a time so that the Senate can 
proceed with its business. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may say to the 
Senator that I always appreciate such 
appeals as "Come, let us reason to
gether"; they are fine, they include all 
mankind, particularly the sons of 
Abraham. And now I find myself being 
prodded or moved by the f~mous words 
of the prophet Isaiah. 

With that kind of philosophy and en
couragement, there is not much else I 
can do but say to the majority leader 
that I want to cooperate; but would the 
majority leader not think it right, in view 
of the pleadings of some of our col
leagues, that before acting on the unani
mous-consent request, there be a quorum 
call? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I think that that 
would be advisable. I certainly would 
not want to have the request acted upon, 
unless all Senators had notice; and if 
the Senator will yield to me for that pur .. 
pose, I will suggest--

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from Minnesota may yield to the 
Senator from California for the purpose 
of suggesting the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Clements 
Cordon 
Crippa. 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Duff 
Dworsbak 

Eastland McCarthy 
Ferguson Millikin 
Flanders Monroney 
Goldwater Mundt 
Hendrickson Payne 
Hickenlooper Potter 
Holland Purtell 
Humphrey Reynolds 
Ives Saltonstall 
Jenner Schoeppel 
Johnson, Tex. Smith, Maine 
Johnston, S. c. Smith, N.J. 
Kilgore Thye 
Knowland Upton 
Kuchel watkins 
Langer Wiley 
Long Williams 
Malone Young 
Martin 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A 
quorum is present. 

The Senator from Minnesota has the 
fioor. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object--

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Minnesota yield for a 
question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. Do I correctly under

stand that a unanimous-consent request 
is pending? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
is correct. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, let me say that if the 
Senator from Minnesota is going to offer 
his amendment. it would be only fair 
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that a reasonable number of his col
leagues on this side of the aisle be pres

. ent. The Senate has now been in ses
sion around-the-clock for almost 40 
hours. 

If it is proposed that we agree to a 
unanimous-consent proposal regarding 
the vote on this amendment-and so far 
as I am concerned, I am perfectly willing 
to agree by unanimous consent to vote 
on all of them-it seems to me it is 

. unfair to Senators on the Democratic 
side of the aisle to have a small attend
ance here; and I believe it would be only 
fair that we take a recess until tomor
row, and at that time agree to a limita
tion regarding debate on the amendment. 

I should like to inquire whether the 
majority leader would be willing to agree 
to have the vote taken tomorrow. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield for a 
question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to 

Eay, in complete friendliness to the dis
tinguished Senator from Louisiana, that 
it has been known publicly and has been 
stated on the floor of the Senate that 
we were going to proceed with this ses
sion of the Senate until we dispose of 
this bill. Quite- a number of Members 
have expressed a great interest in the 
Tennessee Valley phases of the bill and 
the power-production phases of the bill. 
It seems to me that under those circum-

. stances those Members should be here. 
They certainly were on notice that the 
Senate was in session. They certainly 
were on notice that the majority leader 
would try to conduct the business of the 

· Senate in the normal course of events; 
and certainly we cannot be blamed if 
there are vacant seats of some of the 
Members who have been conducting the 
prolonged discussion. I do not want to 
use the other word for it, because that 
might offend some of my friends across 
the aisle, and now we are trying to arrive 
at an area of agreement. So I shall not 
say a filibuster is in progress at the 
moment; I shall say there has been 
rather prolonged discussion. 

Under those circumstances, it seems 
to .me only fair that the Members who 
have been particularly active in these 
proceedings should be here, and should 
not, instead, perhaps be comfortably 
sleeping at home while many Members 
on the other side of the aisle are under 
some considerable wear and tear-Mem
bers such as the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], who is 
here at this time, as are also the dis
tinguished Senator from South Car{)lina; 
the distinguished Senator · from Minne
sota; the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi, my good friend, whose State 
I visited; the distinguished minority 
leader, the senior Senator from Texas 
[Mr. JOHNSON]; my good friend, the 
minority whip, the distinguished Sena
tor from Kentucky [Mr. CLEMENTs]; our 
able friend, the Senator from Florida; 
and our friend, the junior Senator from 
the State of Texas [Mr. DANIEL], as well 
as the distinguished son of a distin
guished father, the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. LoNG]. All of them are here. 
They are giving of their time. 

I shall not name-because it would 
take me too long to do so-the Members 
on the Republican side of the aisle who 
are present. However, I wish to get 
into the REcoRD a statement of the fact 
that there are now present, at 12: 20 
a. m., on this side of the aisle, a great 
many Members who are carrying heavy 
burdens. 

Under those circumstances, it seems 
to me that the Senator from Louisiana is 
not obligated to take care of Senators 
who either are disinterested or at least 
are not sufficiently interested to be here 
to make their own objections. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, it has 
always seemed to me that the purpose of 
debate is to gain votes. I believe the 
longer we debate the amendment, the 
more votes we shall get for it, especially 
when more Democratic Senators are on 
the floor. 

Therefore, I object. 
Mr. KNOWLAND·. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Louisiana withhold 
his objection for a moment? 

Mr. LONG. Yes, I withhold it. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

should like to extend my congratulations 
to the Senator from Louisiana because 
he himself is here to answer the quorum 
call; and it seems to me if he is able to 
do so, other Members should be able to 
do the same. 

Certainly the Sena.tor from Louisiana 
is within his rights as a Senator in at
tempting to protect Members who do not 
see fit to be present at this time. 

Mr. President, let me say I have a 
great regard for the rules. The distin·
guished Senator from Louisiana also has 
a great regard for the rules. 

Earlier, I stated that I am quite sure 
that those who perhaps were far more 
able than any of us, gave a great deal 
of thought to every page of the rules 
and to every rule and to every section 
and to every subsection of the entire 
rule book of the Senate. When they 
found that sometimes there developed 
situations in which the voting stage 
could not be reached, even though all 
reasonable requests and efforts had been 
made-for instance, in situations sUch 
as the present one, when every effort 

. has been made to conduct the public 

. business-they drew up rule XXII, which 

. relates to cloture. Of course, that is a 
very drastic remedy. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

hope the Senator from Minnesota will 
pardon me for a moment, please. 

Let me say that when I came to the 
Senate, I had a much different idea re
garding cloture than I have today. Nor
mally, I would not favor using cloture. 
I certainly would not favor using it under 
any normal circumstances in the early 
part of a session. 

But when we reach the last 2 weeks of 
a session-and let me say perhaps I am 
optimistic regarding that point-! real
ize I have been "dented" considerably 
regarding the estimated date I had in 
mind for the end of the session, namely, 
July 31. Some doubts have been ex
pressed as to whether we shall be able 
to make up the time that has been lost-
but even assuming that the sine die ad
journment might come at some other 

period or date, although I am not one to 
give up hope very easily-for instance, 
let us suppose that the session were to 
be continued for a more extended peri
.od-then perhaps it would be fair to 
say we are now in the last 3 weeks of 
the session, if we · accept the viewpoint 
of some Members on the other side of 
the aisle. 

Mr. President, all of us realize that we 
still have a crowded legislative calendar. 
So I hope the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana and other Members on his side 
of the aisle will not-against my will
almost force me to resort to rule XXII 
for the only relief the Senate of the 
United States will have in order to trans-
act the public business. · 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, let me say that when 
I came to the United States Senate, I 
was assigned to a committee on which 
our distinguished majority leader also 
served, namely, the Committee on Rules 
and Administration. At that time we 

. had before us the so-called Knowland 
resolution, calling for cloture by a 
straight majority. I was one of the 
Members who contended that, some day, 
the fate of the Nation might be involved. 
I felt that t:pe right of a Member of the 
Senate to stand and be heard when he 
thought his colleagues were making a 
mistake, might be most important to the 
survival of 'the Nation. 

During the past 40 hours we have seen 
the majority leader keep the Senate. in 
session night and day. There was talk 
of filing a cloture petition. However, 
the majority leader did not need to do 
so, because he did not have the votes 
to defeat the Johnson amendment, any
way; he was defeated, when the amend
ment came to a vot~. 

It seems to me that the right of full 
and free debate on the floor of the Sen
ate is one of the greatest guaranties we 
shall ever have that our democracy will 
continue. . 

If the majority leader wishes to 
change rule XXII, he has a right to move 
to change it; and in that event I shall be 
one of those to speak on that question. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Louisiana misunderstands 
me. I am not proposing that rule XXII 
be changed-the rule providing that 
after a petition signed by 16 Senators 
has been filed, 2 calendar days must 
elapse before the vote will be taken on 
the question to which the petition re
lates. I am not proposing that that rule 
be changed. 

I merely suggest that those who 
drafted that rule recognized-although 
they placed very heavy limitations upon 
invoking it-that under certain circum
stances the Senate would be justified in 
following the rule which requires two
thirds of the entire membership of this 
body to take amrmative action to shut 
off debate. Of course, it was realized 
that it might or might not be possible to 
obtain the favorable votes of two-thirds 
of the entire membership. On the one 
hand that protection was provided in 
the rule. But they recognized that the 
Senate itself might be driven to the point 
of desperation, and that the only way by 
which it would then be possible to con-
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duct the public business would be under 
rule XXII. 
· Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I wish to 

assure the Senator from California that 
I am not a partisan in this matter. As 
a matter of fact, the first week's debate 
on this measure occurred over the point 
of who was to build a powerplant. The 
Senator from California will recall that 
I voted with him on that question. I 
thought the Dixon-Yates contract would 
be all right. · However, I respect the 
right of other Senators to take a dif
ferent -view. 

The Senator from Minnesota has a 
very important amendment. It involves 
the right of the Federal Power Com
mission to say how power generated 
from atomic energy shall be distributed, 
and whether it shall be controlled by 
the Federal Power Commission. That 
amendment is very important, and the 
entire bill is very important. It is much 
more important that we do the right 
thing regarding this bill, than that we 
adjeurn on July 31. I think that the 
distinguished majority leader will agree 
with me as to that. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, let 
me say I think we should conduct the 
public business. I had hoped that, be
cause of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act-of. which .the distinguished junior 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoN
RONEYl, then a Member of the House of 
Representatives, was one of the authors; 
and that act includes what appears to be, 
upon reading a mandatory provision 
that the Congress adjourn sine · die, · ex
cept under unusual circun;u;tances, on 
the 31st of July-but let me say that in 
the hope of reaching an agreement, sup
pose we agree to increase the proposed 
two hours to four hours. In that event, 
two hours would be under the control 
of the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HuMPHREY] and two hours would be un
der the control of the Senator from 
Iowa. Would such an arrangement 
eause the Senator from Louisiana to 
change his point of view? 

Or, in the utmost of reasonableness, 
how about providing for 6 hours, with 
three hours to be controlled by the .Sen
ator from Minnesota and three hours to 
be controlled by the Senator from Iowa? 

It seems to me that would be going to 
the extreme, under all the circumstances 
which have been recited, including the 
great amount of proposed legislation 
pending, waiting for consideration after 
the disposal of the bill now pending
and in that connection I may refer to the 
farm bill, in which I know the distin
guished Senator from Louisiana has 
great interest. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore . . Is 
there objection to the proposed unani
mous consent agreement? 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, it seems 
to me that at this time of the night, 
after the Senate has been in session, 
around the clock, for the better part of 
2 days, the Senate will not give this 
amendment the benefit of good judg
ment, but will only give it the benefit 
of the Senate's weariness and wrath. 
For that reason, I object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob
jection is heard. - · 

C-719 

. Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall not take 
much more time, because I understand 
Senators wish to be heard on the bill in 
its major sections. I should like to say 
that I think much of this trouble could 
have been a voided had we simply pro
ceeded to discuss the amendments, 
But I have been much impressed by the 
argument which has been made. about 
the heavy backlog of legislation before 
the Senate, and the apparent lag in the 
legislative program, due to what is con
sidered by some .to be the long debate on 
the atomic energy bill. 

I shall again statr the :"acts. We have 
before us, as exhibit A, Senate bill 3690. 
That is a; bill to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes. The bill is 104 pages 
long, with innumerable cross-references, 
and with sections running, at least, up to 
No. 291, which is, of course, a section 
.amendment to the existing act. 

Mr. President, we have on our desks a 
·report which is 138 pages long. We have 
also on our desks three volumes of hear
ings. When did these get to us? The 
hearings were available on July 9. The 
bill and the report were available on 
July 13. Discussion began on the bill on 
July 13. It does not appear to me that 
we have been at the job of debating the 
atomic energy bill for a long time. 

Let me first review a little of what has 
happened. I am riot ashamed of my 
limited participation, although I have 
been on the floor a good deal. I have in 
my h.and the only speech I have made · 
on this subject. It was made yesterday 
afternoon. That speech was prepared 
as an address of approximately 1 hour 
and 15 minutes' duration. Because of 
questions, it lasted 2 hours and 10 min
utes, for which I make no apologies. On 
·four other occasions I participated in the 
debate on the bill, once with the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN), and 
later with the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoREJ. As of yesterday, I partici-

. pated in the colloquy with the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. JoHNSON]; and today 
with the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL
LETTE]. 

During the last 24 hours, because of 
the responsibilities which one has as a 
Member of the Senate, concerned about 
the proposed legislation, I have been 
here, save for 3 hours. I have been away 
from the Senate 3 hours since Wednes
day. I feel all right about that. 

But I wish to say that the bill before 
us deserves careful consideration. I say 
to the majority leader that there seems 
to be a terrible burning desire to have 
the Atomic Energy Act amended, when 
there are plepty of other things that 
could have been done. 

Let me point out, for example, the 
Dixon-Yates contract. The Senate has 
settled that. Once an issue is settled 
that is the law. We know that. We 
have learned how to take defeat along 
with victory. But I will still continue to 
say that the Dixon-Yates contract, while 
it may be settled in the Senate, is still 
an issue which will be talked about over 
the land for many, many months. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

_ Mr. KNOWLAND. I wonder if the dis
tinguished Senator would be willing to 
yield for one final unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I would later on. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. May I state it, so 

that the Senator can be cogitating over 
it, that what I have in mind has not 
been written out, but .I wanted to sound 
out the Senator, so that the Senate 
might be asked to enter into a unani
mous-consent agreement that com
mencing at 12 o'clock noon tomorrrow 
the Senate would begin to vote on the 
bill and all amendments, with 2 hours 
of debate on the bill, and 1 hour of de
bate on each amendment, the time to 
be equally divided between the proposer 
of an amendment and the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER], and by the 
Senator from Iowa and the minority 
leader, in the case of the bill itself. 

I say to the Senator from Minnesota 
that if that agreement were entered into, 
I would be prepared to suggest that the 
Senate then stand in recess until 12 
·o'clock noon tomorrow. That would en
able some of the Members on this side 
of the aisle to have the same opportu
nity to rest as is being enjoyed by Mem
bers -On the other side of the aisle, who 
have had the happy occasion to be able 
to get some slumber ·in something a little 
·different from an Army cot. 

It seems to me that then we might 
all start with a clear view of life, and 
l think we could almost assure a full at
-tendance of the Senate. I am certain 
that it would be much more productive 
to the distinguished Senator, able de
bater that he is, if he had a full attend
ance of the Senate to talk to, than it 
would be to talk to an empty chamber. 

I fully agree with the Senator from 
Minnesota that this is an important bill. 
I think it would be far better to have 
the kind of arrangement I have' pro
posed, with full and free discussion, and 
then to come to a vote . 

I should like to make this, as I have 
said, as one final offer, to see if by rea
soning together on both sides of the aisle, 
it might not be possible to move along 
with the public business. · 

Following completion of action on the 
atomic-energy bill, I would propose to 
take up the foreign-aid bill. When that 
shall have been disposed of, I shall move 
to take up the farm bill, to be foilowed 
by the proposed sociai-security legisla
tion. two big appropriation bills, and the 
conference reports. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may 1:iay to the 
majority leader again that he knows 
that he is talking merely to one individ
l.lal Senator in making this request. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I would be willing 
to suggest the absence of a quorum. 
_ Mr. HUMPHREY. I am not the 

minority leader. I am not even on the 
Joint Committee. on Atomic Enery. I 
am only . one United States Senator. I 
am not speaking for anyone else here 
tonight but myself. · li I have used the 
plural, it has been by inadvertence, not 
by design. 
· The distinguished Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. GoRE] has been one of the 
leaders in this debate, as have been the 
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Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PAS• 
TORE] and the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HILL]. 

All I am trying to do is what a con
scientious Senator should try to do. I 
have tried to offer some amendments. 
Then, all at once, it looks as though I am 
the leader. I am not willing to accept 
the title, because I do not think I quite 
deserve it. 

If someone else could mobilize opinion 
so that these decisions could be made, 
and we could come to the point, that 
would be one thing; but I simply cannot. 
I think the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRsEl is very much interested in the 
debate. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. He was here ear
lier, but his sleep is no more important 
to him than is the sleep of Members on 
this side of the aisle, including two of 
the outstanding women of the Nation, 
the Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] 
and the Senator from Nebraska [Mrs. · 
BoWRING] who have sat around the clock. 
The Republican Party is proud of them. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. So are the Demo
crats. We are proud of them, too. I 
have been casting glances toward the 
other side of the aisle for days, and it 
has not always been at the majority 
leader. [Laughter.] 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Would the Senator 
from Minnesota yield, so that I might 
suggest the absence of a quorum, to de
termine if we could rally the brethren, so 
that one last, final effort might be made 
toward coming to a unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Since we have sis
ters present, I suppose we ought to rally 
the brethren. But before doing so, I 
should like to complete saying what I 
had in mind. If there is to be a quorum 
call, I imagine some hasty telephoning 
will be done, but I am not in any posi
tion to speak for my colleagues in this 
matter, as can the distinguished Senator 
from California, the leader of his own 
party. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator would 
be surprised. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I want to pay the 
majority leader the tribute which I think 
he deserves. Sometimes he is such an 
effective leader that I find myself fall
ing, almost, over on the other side of 
the aisle. I want to make certain that 
if he makes the proposal, he· makes it to 
the right person. It seems to me he is 
not speaking to the right Senator on 
this proposal. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Would the Senator 
object to my suggestion? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am not objecting 
to anything, because I have not as yet 
even agreed as to any possibility of divi
sion. I think I will proceed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Then, Mr. Presi
dent, as a privileged matter, I send to the 
desk--

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. As a privileged 

matter--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from California desires to speak 
to a privileged matter. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk a petition on cloture. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair has received from the Senator 

from California a privileged matter en
titled "Cloture Petition., Under the 
rules, the Chair will read the petition: 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close the debate upon the bill 
(S. 3690) to amend the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1946, as amended, and for other purposes. 

The petition is signed by the follow
ing: WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, SAM W. 
REYNOLDS, E. D. MILLIKIN, EVA BOWRING, 
FRANK CARLSON, JOHN . J. WILLIAMS, 
GEORGE D. AIKEN, BARRY GOLDWATER, W. 
A. PURTELL, FREDERICK G. ·PAYNE, HOMER 
FERGUSON, JOHN M. BUTLER, WALLACE F. 
BENNETT, EVERETT M. DIRKSEN, THOMAS 
H. KUCHEL, ROBERT W. UPTON, HENRY C. 
DWORSHAK, H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
CHARLES E. POTTER, EDWARD MARTIN, 
HOMER E. CAPEHART, LEVERETT SALTON• 
STALL, ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL, PRESCOTT 
BUSH, ROBERT C. HENDRICKSON, GUY COR· 
DON, ARTHUR V. WATKINS, MARGARET 
CHASE SMITH, FRANK BARRETT, JOHN 
BRICKER, FRANCIS CASE, J. GLENN BEALL, 
RALPH E. FLANDERS, EDWARD J. THYE, B. B. 
HICKENLOOPER, I. M. IVES, W. E. JENNER, 
ALEXANDER WILEY. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Minnesota has the floor. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Chair. 
I appreciate the spontaneity which 

we have just witnessed. I can plainly 
see that the matter of a cloture petition 
has come upon us suddenly, with all 
these names signed to it. This was just 
one of those flash of the moment 
thoughts. We have had the full arsenal 
of parliamentary procedure wheeled out 
this evening. I commend the leadership, 
because in politics, as in war, the objec
tive is victory, and the majority leader 
has demonstrated great tactical knowl
edge. He has come armed, as we discuss 
the atomic energy bill, with political 
atomic bombs. He is dropping them 
hither and yon. But I assure him that 
his stockpile is going to be running out. 
He is going to drop one too many. I 
know the rule well enough to know that 
this cloture petition, which has just hap
pened quickly, as one of the great legis
lative miracles of our time, which we 
shall be talking about as one of the 
miracles of the world, must lie on the 
desk for at least 2 days, or until at least 
Saturday. In the meantime, we shall 
have had an opportunity to discuss the 
measure before us. As I recall, a mo
tion for cloture requires 64 votes. I am 
sorry about that. I have always been 
for a simple majority. 

If the majority leader had helped the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
SON] and the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HuMPHREY] some time ago, we 
could have had a cloture petition put 
into effect in 2 days with a simple ma
jority. But it is going to be difficult to 
get 64 votes. I really believe that. 

I remember the days when we had 
under discussion and consideration the 
Wherry resolution, named after our late 
beloved colleague, Senator Wherry of 
Nebraska. I recall a conference when 
there was some kind of coalition mobi
lized. ~ose who were on the receiving 

end of the coalition were immobilized. 
The Wherry compromise went through. 
Now we are seeing its application. It is 
like the sins of the father coming back 
to plague his children. Here are the 
sins of the father coming back to plague 
those of other generations, or of another 
day, because I am very doubtful whether 
there will be 64 of our brethren in the 
Senate, particularly some of our breth
ren who have fought so hard for the 
right of free speech, who will line up for 
a cloture petition. 

But now that it is out of the way, I may 
say that I was quite surprised, since I 
am not so keenly aware and not so well 
disciplined to parliamentary tactics, that 
one who controlled the floor could sud
denly lose it. But then it has happened. 
I gather it was a privileged motion; and 
when a privileged motion is under con
sideration, one is clearly outmaneuvered. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield, so that I may pro
pound a parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will yield, pro
vided I do not lose my right to the floor. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that, without losing my right to 
the floor, I may yield to the Senator from 
Oklahoma, so that he may propose a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Minnesota? The Chair 
hears none, and the Senator from Okla
homa will state his parliamentary in
quiry. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Let me inquire, 
does the rule provide for 1 hour of de
bate for each Senator in the Chamber 
should the cloture motion be agreed to, 
and is 1 hour allowed only on the bill, or 
does the 1 hour extend to tbe bill and to 
any amendment pending before the 
Senate? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. One 
hour is allowed to each Senator on every
thing. 

Mr. MONRONEY. On any amend
ment? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Only 
1 hour. 

Mr. MONRONEY. As I read the rule, 
it seems somewhat vague, and I would 
like to quote it. It reads: 

Thereafter no senator shall be entitled to 
speak in all more than 1 hour on the meas
ure, motion, or other matter pending before 
the Senate, or the unfinished business, the 
amendments thereto, and motions affecting 
the same, and it shall be the duty of the 
Presiding Officer to keep the time Of each 
!3enator who speaks. 

The ruling is that the maximum time 
allowed would be 1 hour? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
is correct. According to the traditions 
of the Senate, it has been so interpreted. 

Mr. MONRONEY. If the cloture mo
tion were agreed to, the 2-day provision 
could not come into effect until 1 hour 
after 12 on Sunday. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It 
would come into effect 1 hour after the 
Senate came into session. 

Mr. MONRONEY. On the second day 
following the adoption of the motion? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On 
the second day; yes. 
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Mr. MONRONEY. Which would be 

Sunday. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore:. 

Whether it might be Sunday or not. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

think we should protest that. 
Mr. MONRONEY. The Senate was 

in the session of Friday, when the pe
tition was filed, so the time would be 1 
hour after noon on Sunday, if the Senate 
shall be in session. I presume it would 
be 1 hour on Monday if it were going into 
effect on Monday. Then each Senator 
who spoke would be allowed 1 hour. As
suming that the 45 Senators who voted 
on the Johnson amendment wanted to 
speak, that would be 45 hours of debate. 
It would seem to me that we have not 
speakers who can possibly talk that long, 
but if there is a desire to bring up the 
cloture motion on Monday, I suppose 
the minority side will have to accept 
that decision of the leadership. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
had hoped that the majority leader 
would follow through with what he was 
suggesting. He was propounding a 
unanimous-consent request. I was in
forming the majority leader that while 
I was personally interested in the re
quest, I could not speak for the 46 other 
Members on this side of the aisle, those 
who might be interested in this issue, on 
the same basis that applied on the other 
side of the aisle. It is one of those 
peculiar circumstances in which those of 
us who are here debating tonight are 
debating more or less on our own. 
There is no mobilization. We have not 
any captain of the ship who tells us what 
to do. 

I proceeded this afternoon· in good 
faith to start offering amendments, in 
the effort to get the legislative log jam 
of legislation broken up so that we could 
proceed, and I think we had pretty good 
luck. As a matter of fact, I am rather 
proud of it. We have adopted 3 or 4 
amendments · this afternoon and this 
.evening, and now we find ourselves with 
the final weapon of a cloture petition. 
As I have said, in politics, just as in war, 
there are some of those who are willing 
to use their major weapons in a rather 
small skirmish, and I suggest that these 
tactics are wrong. 

I am sure that once the petition is 
filed, -if the majority leader desires to 
recall it, he will get the cooperation of 
all of us in recalling it, and when the 
opportunity arrives he will probably wish 
to decide about that. 

Mr. President, what have we been de
bating? Certain Senators were vitally 
concerned about the Dixon-Yates con
tract. I was concerned about it, though 
not because we have TVA power in Min
nesota. We do not have any public 
power in Minnesota. Minnesota is not 
what might be called a public-power 
State. I have been interested in the 
pending bill, and in seeing to it that 
private and public utilities could share 
equally. 

Our State has excellent rural elec
trification. It has · fine electric-light 
plants, and it has a fine system of gen
erating electrical energy. Any sectional 
prejudice_ I might have was pretty weli 
described in my speech yesterday~ 

There -were those who thought that 
the Dixon-Yates contract was an uncon
scionable contract, that it was bad. 
There were those who felt that the law 
had been stretched. I became convinced, 
although I was not convinced in the 
beginning. 

I never opened my mouth on this bill 
for 6 days. I listened to much of the 
debate, I read the RECORD, and I read 
some brilliant speeches and became in
terested in the bill. As I stated in the 
Senate, I read every line of the bill, I 
read the report, I read the RECORD, and 
I made up my mind that the proposed 
legislation was not in the public interest. 

Just to mention a few phases of the 
contract, I find, for example, a $5 mil~ 
lion investment, a $107 million plant, a 
25-year guaranty by the Government, 
and guaranteed profits. 

I find that the Atomic Energy Com
mission, or a majority of them, werE: 
against the contract. I find that the 
TVA never requested the contract. I 
find that the Federal Government would 
pay Federal, State, and local taxes of 
this private utility. I found a set of 
circumstances the equal of which I say 
no Senator in this body can produce, 
a set of circumstances and a contract 
such as have never been even approxi
mated in governmental contractual re
lations. If the majority wants that 
contract on their backs, that is fine, but 
I say they have set a precedent that is 
going to be like an albatross on their 
backs. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield, without los
ing my right to the floor. 
. Mr. HICKENLOOPER. With that un
derstanding I ask the Senator to yield. 
The Senator made a vei-y strong state
ment just a moment ago, that the Dixon
Yates contract, which is to be performed 
in the future, is a bad precedent. I ask 
if he is aware of the controversy over the 
contractual habits of the TV A a few years 
ago, especially along about 1952. I call 
his attention to a 10-year contract 
which the TV A made for coal from a 
mine that had not yet been opened, and 
with a corporation that had just been 
formed coincidentally with the signing 
of the contract for the coal. 

I only cite that as one example of a 
contract that TVA made along the line 
of the one here involved. I wanted the 
Senator to be aware that those practices 
had been put into effect by the TV A. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate the 
edification the Senator from Iowa has 
given to me. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I could give 
the Senator the names. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should be de
lighted to have the Senator put anything 
in the RECORD he would like in order to 
further document his case, but I think 
there were· 2 or 3 questions that might be 
asked. Was the contract the result of 
competitive bidding? There was none 
in the Dixon-Yates case. We presented 
telegrams in the se·nate from investors 
and engineers who were denied even the 
opportunity to bid, ·and I say that is ~ 
very peculiar situation, when those who 
wanted to bid were denied an opportu-

nity. Yesterday I read into the RECORD 
telegrams from investment houses and 
trust companies, and named individuals, 
who said they could save the Government 
of the United States millions of dollars 
on the contract, and they were begging 
the Members of the Senate to give them 
a chance to bid. They did not get a 
chance to bid, and I thought that in 
making Government contracts competi
tive bidding was at least a minimum 
standard of what we might call political 
ethics. 

The Dixon-Yates contract has been 
argued and argued. My first participa
tion in this debate was with the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]. I recall 
that evening when I came to the Senate 
floor the Senator from Alabama was 
pointing · out that it was not merely the 
TVA and Dixon-Yates atomic-energy 
matters that were concerned in the bill. 
What he thought was more important 
was the basic ethics of the proposed leg
islation. At that moment I entered the 
debate and suggested to the Senator from 
Alabama that I agreed with that judg
ment. I had read the bill. I had studied 
the report. I was visiting with my col
leagues. I had listened to some of the 
debates, and I came to the conclusion 
that the bill was not proper legislation. 
As a result of that conclusion, I spent 
2¥2 days gathering material, prepared a 
speech, and delivered the speech yester..; 
day afternoon in a constructive vein. 

All kinds of statements have been 
made of late. For example, this morn
ing as I came to the Senate, after hav
ing been to my home for approximately 
2¥2 or 2% hours, I listened to the radio, 
and heard an announcement to the effect 
that the chairman of the Committee on: 
Agriculture and Forestry stated that this 
filibuster-in quotes-may very well pre
vent the Senate from taking action on 
the agricultural bill. 

That was a calculated move of propa
ganda. That was to tell the country 
folks in Minnesota, who do not want the 
Eisenhower-Benson price-support polit
ical medicine, that our 90-percent parity 
bill for which we fought, and which we 
carried in the committee by a vote of 
8 to 7, was not even going to have a 
chance to be discussed in the Senate. 
Many of those good citiz611s did not 
know that the Senate has nothing that 
would stop it from remaining in session 
until December if we decide to remain 
here. 

Let me say to those on the other side 
of the aisle that I remember 1949 and 
1950. I remember how Scott Lucas, the 
former leader, was kept here until Octo
ber. Talk about harassment, talk about 
prolonged sessions. We had them. I 
am not angry about it. I admit that 
there was some of the cleverest and most 
astute political maneuvering on the part 
of the then minority, . the Republican 
side of the aisle, I ever witnessed. In 
fact, I told some of my Republican col
leagues that I had to admire the way 
they organized to apply tactics and 
strategy of confusion_ to the Democrats. 

When I looked at the Presiding Officer 
this evening, the President pro tempore, 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] I recall that 



11432 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 22 

he was one of the best of the opposition. 
And how I remember the great minority 
leader, Senator Wherry. He really 
knew how to keep things moving in the 
Senate-and not moving toward the 
objectives toward which the Democratic 
leader wanted them to move. 

We had long sessions. How well Ire
call them. I could not help smiling 

· tonight when I heard the majority leader 
complain that we will not be out of 
Washington by July 31. No one wants 
to get out of here more than does 
HUBERT HUMPHREY. I have good reason 
to want to get to Minnesota. The Re
publican Party in that State is well or
ganized. There is a great campaign 
going on there. The year of decision 
is at hand, so far as I am concerned. 
I point that out to the majority leader 
and I wish he would just relax a little 
longer; we are going to be here a little 
while longer. [Laughter.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN· 
NETT in the chair.) The Chair advises 
those in the galleries that they are here 
as guests of the Senate, and this is not 
a show for their entertainment. The 
Senate has been in session nearly 40 

· hours, and I am sure our guests realize 
that the nerves of the men on the Sen· 
ate floor are rather tired and strained, 
and the Chair must ask our guests to 
observe the rules of decorum or it will 
be necessary to clear the galleries. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
was merely pointing out what I consid· 
ered to be some of the strategic accom
plishments here in 1949, 1950, 1951, and 
1952 of the Republican leader. I pay 
tribute to that leader. I remember very 
well the evenings I spent with our former 
Democratic colleague, Senator McFAR· 
LAND, and how he would say, "If I could 
only move this program along. It is a 
heavy program." He would say, "We 
cannot do this, there is so much obstruc
tion." That was said as we hear Sena
tors talk in the Senate today, when 
things do not go as they want them to 
go, and point out what is wrong. 

Mr. President, I respect the majority 
leader, the Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOW LAND]. I think he has done an ad· 
mirable job as majority leader. In my 
opinion he has been eminently fair, and 
I have always felt that way, and I want 
this to appear as a matter of personal 
testimony in the RECORD. But I wish to 
say to the majority leader that any time 
bills seem to be delayed that are of such 
vital importance to the Nation, there is 
one way the delay can be corrected. We 
can lay aside all pending legislation for 
a period of time, and then proceed to 
consider the social-security bill or the 
farm bill or the foreign-operations bill, 
or any other bill that is ready from com
mittee. I said earlier this evening that 
would not be unusual :Procedure. It has 
been done, Mr. President, 101 times. I 
COUld go back to the CONGRESSIONAL REC• 
ORD and show the Presiding Officer, and 
my colleagues, not once but 101 times, 
where we have laid aside the pending 
business to take up a matter of urgent 
necessity. 

Now, what is so urgent about S. 3690? 
I say to you, Mr. President, that the re
quirements of the Atomic Energy Act 
have not even been fulfilled insofar as 

this legislation is concerned. I remind 
this august body that section 7 of the 
Atomic Energy Act imposes a duty, a 
mandate upon the Atomic Energy Com
mission to prepare a report of recom
mendations to the President,- to be sub
mitted by the President, to the Congress, 
before a legislative policy on the civilian 
use of atomic materials is inaugurated. 

The burden of proof, it seems to me, 
rests upon those who circumvent or 
short circuit the mandate and that re
quirement. I repeat that it is not a mat
ter of maybe preparing a report; it is 
a mandate to prepare a report. That 
report was never prepared. 

There is a strange situation here. 
No one requested the Dixon-Yates con
tract, and in the Atomic Energy Com
mission there was not even a majority 
for it. The TV A did not require such a 
contract. The Atomic Energy Commis
sion did not prepare a report as required, 
but we have S. 3690 before us, and all 
at once it becomes a matter of urgency. 

Now, let me tell the Senate some other 
measures we could take up. We could 
take up the postal · employees bill, for 
example, and their much needed cost
of-living pay increase. They could use 
it; and let me tell you, Mr. President, 
the money they would get under that 
bill would be spent a long time before 
any reactors are built under the terms 
of S. 3690 for the purpose of creating 
electrical energy. Our civil servants 
need some adjustments in their pay 
scale, Mr. President, and there are other 
matters of urgency, such as the housing 
problems of America, health problems, 
education ·problems, all of which we 
could take up in this Congress, and all 
of which are more urgent than the legis
lation before us. 

What really. happened was that 
the majority leader actually expected 
that S. 3690 would be brought up on 
July 13 and passed by July 15. The sit
uation was such that it was thought we 
would get a 1- or 2-day treatment of 
a complicated bill, or at least not more 
than 3 or 4 days, and it would go 
through; and it almost did, save for the 
diligence and the vigilance of a few of 
our distinguished colleagues. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? . 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator has 
mentioned measures that we could con
sider. Does the Senator realize that I 
have pending an amendment to the 
Constitution to curb the power of the 
Supreme Court in segregation cases? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I surely do. 
Mr. EASTLAND. And to preserve to 

the States full control of health and good 
order in the States? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I surely ·do. 
Mr. EASTLAND. Does not the Sen

ator think that it is of the utmost im
portance that this bill be laid aside to 
consider that proposed amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may say to my 
good friend, the senator from Missis
sippi that there may be those in this 
body who do, and if they would like to 
speak on that subject, I would be more 
than happy to yield to them for a polite 
and, let me say, a short speech. Men 

have dlvergent points of view on ' such a 
great issue as has just been recalled by 
-the Senator- 'from Mississippi; but some 
of us stand firmly together here against 
S. 3690, as written. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? · 

Mr. HUMPHREY. ! ·yield, gladly. 
·Mr. EASTLAND. Does the Senator 

realize that, before the night is over, 
an attempt is to be made to take away 
the rights of the Senator from Minne
sota? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen.:. 
a tor. · I appreciate his thoughtfulness. 
More consideration is being given to
night to the Senator from Minnesota 
than I have had for years. As a matter 
of fact, it is becoming so very obvious 
that I feel very much at home, very com
fortable and relaxed in the situation in 
which· we find ourselves. 

Now, I want to draw my statement to 
a conclusion. Let the farmers of Amer
ica know tonight that if the agricultural 
bill is delayed, it is not delayed because 
of the wish of the junior Senator from 
Minnesota. ·Let the farmers of America 
know tonight that we have set aside leg
islative bill after bill, to take up some 
resolution that some Senator wanted to 
have considered in the . middle of an 
afternoon. I recall all too well some of 
those resolutions. We have laid aside 
important measures of public policy, to 
consider some special item of legislation 
that a particular segment of this body 
might want, and any time it is desirea 
to bring up the agricultural bill, all it 
is necessary to do is for the majority 
leader to suggest that the pending busi
ness be laid aside' and in lieu thereof 
the agricultural bill be substituted, and 
we are on the road to getting 90 percent 
of parity for our· farmers. But let me 
suggest what will happen when we bring 
up the agricultural bill? The same ad
ministration that is trying to rush this 
bill through is going to be trying to rush 
through lower price supports and lower 
farm income. There is going to be an
other fight on that, and it will be a hot 
one, too, because this Senator does not 
intend to permit this administration to 
forget its promises. This Senator does 
not intend to have the administration 
ram through the Congress an agricul
tural bill which will seriously impair the 
farmers' income. It may be well to cogi
tate on that once in a while. 

Mr. President, I, for one, have been 
witnessing the barrage of propaganda 
about stalling the President's program. 
I read newspaper headlines this morn
ing, "Ike Has Victory on Atomic Energy 
Bill." What victory? The Dixon-Yates 
contract? He had that before we ever 
voted it. He ordered that contract, de
spite all the advice to the contrary. 
There seems to be some doubt as to 
whether he consulted with the Attorney 
General. In 1 week the Attorney Gen
eral said he had never been consulted, 
and a little later the President said he 
got his advice from the Attorney Gen
eral, or at least he cleared it with him. 
If that contract is a part of the admin
istration's program, let them have it. 

Now, what is the other part of it? 
S. 3690. What has that got to offer us? 
Well, we have made improvements in 
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some of it. The distinguished Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. JoHNSON] sponsored 
an amendment, which I think made this 
a much-more desirable bill. I want to 
say that many .features of the bill be· 
fore us are desirable. 

I, for example, listened to the radio 
reports this morning, and what did I 
hear? "Senate Democrats-a small 
band of Senate Democrats opposed to 
Atomic Energy Commission developing 
atomic energy through private industry 
for civilian purposes"; "Democrats op· 
posed to the Atomic Energy Commission 
licensing private individuals to develop 
atomic energy for civilian purposes." I 
say that is a lot of hogwash. - That is 
pure unadulterated bunk. It is glorified 
nonsense. We are for the Atomic Ener· 
gy Commission permitting private con· 
tractors and utilities to utilize nuclear 
power for the purpose of creating elec· 
trical energy, but we are not for giving 
them the stockpile. We are not. for 
permitting an individual corporation to 
have almost unlimited rights, without 
the proper regulations; and why should 
we? We insist on regulations on prac· 
tically everything in this country . . We 
have got regulations on th~ manufacture 
of cold cream and the shipment of it in 
interstate commerce, regulations on 
every prescription drug, regulations even 
upon maufactured items in the hard· 
ware stores. We have got a Bureau of 
Standards in Washington, D. C. that 
teste practically every commodity; but 
when it comes to the great treasure 
house, nuclear_ p_ower or fissionable ma
terial and atomic energy, we are sup· 
posed to be in a hurry. Mr. President, 
I say to hurry on this policy may cost us 
dearly. Think what might happen if 
the Atomic Energy Commission should 
ever find itself in a position where there 
was doubt in the law as to whether or 
not it could supply power for all of its 
own purposes. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President; will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield for a . ques· 
tion only. 

Mr. LONG. Is the Senator aware of 
the fact that the American people have 
$12 billion of their funds tied up in the 
development of atomic energy? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, we have, $12 
billion of the taxpayers' funds tied up in 
the atomic-energy program . . 

Mr. LONG. Is the Senator aware of 
the fact that the amount invested in 
the development of atomic energy, as 
of the present time, represents about 
$300 for every family in America? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
Mr. LONG. Will the Senator yield 

for a further question? 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen· 

ator from Louisiana. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, for 

a question? 
Mr. HUMPHREY. For a question 

only. 
Mr. LONG. Does the Senator realize 

that it is the responsibility of Congress 
to see to it that the funds of all the peo· 
pie of the Nation are adequately pro:. 
tected, and that · the Congress of the 
country owes to the people a duty and an 
obligation to see to it that those funds 

will not be frittered away by ill-con· 
sidered legislation? -

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
We have a very solemn obligation in this 
area. I repeat I have read the law, and 
the McMahon Act says that before the 
Congress legislates, or before any action 
is taken in regard to the civilian use of 
atomic energy, its application to peace
time and civilian use, the Atomic Energy 
Commission shall make a report-"shall 
make a comprehensive report." I read 
that language into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD yesterday, and I say that has 
never been done. 

In view of all the talk about how we 
have delayed anc~ procrastinated, ! ·think 
it is only fair again to repeat what I 
have said again and again: What a fili
buster it is when four amendments are 
voted ·on. I have seen a filibuster in the 
Senate when I was on the losing end. I 
recall when our Republican colleagues 
joined in a filibuster to stop us from 
changing the rules. I recall that very 
well, in 1949. That was a real filibuster. 
There were no votes until the last vote
the one, only. When they had made ar
rangements for what we now call the 
Wherry compromise, the Wherry reso
lution, the only vote was the final one. 

My feeling is that we should maintain 
a sense of balance and reasonableness 
about this bill. There are 4 or 5 other 
amendments in which I am particularly 
interested. I think there is much in 
this bill that is very desirable. I know 
that the section on international coop
eration needs to be carefully examined, 
because there are Senators who have al
ready spoken about it and want to look 
into it very carefully. I also understand 
that the provisions regarding patents 
and inventions and licensing need to be 
examined, and will be examined by some 
of our colleagues. Very definitely they 
should be examined. I have been in the 
city hall when aldermen have argued 
5 or 6 weeks over the revision of a rule 
pertaining to the health conditions of 
restaurants, and they thought it was im· 
portant, very important. We are talk
ing about the licensing, not of restau· 
rants, not of cafes; but we are talking 
about the licensing of one of the most 
miraculous sources of power and energy 
the world has ever known, or at least 
that modern science has ever unveiled 
or discovered. 

Mr. President, let us have no more of 
this talk to the effect that we are de
laying the farm bill. Let us not have 
any more talk that July 31 is the date 
we are supposed to adjourn. I would 
remind my colleagues that that law, the 
Reorganization Act, was in effect in 1949, 
it was in effect in 1950, it was in effect 
in 1951; and I recall very well that there 
were some very mighty good, long Re· 
publican speeches being made in the 
month of September, in some of those 
years. So this constant desire to fall 
within the pattern of the legislative re
organization act is slightly unbecoming. 
I remember that the late Senator Rob· 
ert· Taft felt that the sessions should be 
divided. He felt that Congress ought to 
meet in January, sit until about the 
middle of July, recess until September, 
and then come back-a se~sible pro· 

posal, by the way, a very sensible pro• 
posal. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the ·senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield for a ques
tion only. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Is it not a fact, I 
may ask the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota, that the July 31 date was 
put into -the Reorganization Act spe· 
cifically for the purpose of better spac· 
ing throughout the entire session, in 
connection with the workload of Con
gress, so that Congress could arri·ve at 
a July 31 adjournment without the usual 
rush of. a heavy program, 90 percent of 
it, within the last few days or few weeks 
of the session? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct; 
that is my understanding. 

Mr. President, ·again I wish to say that 
I think the majority leader has done an 
admirable job this .year in terms of han
dling the appropriation bills. I do not 
know of any year in which they have 
been handled in better fashion. 

I wish to say that I do not know of 
a time when the Congress has been bet
ter informed, basically, about the work 
to be done. We have known what to ex· 
pect and what bills would come up. 
The majority leader has been consid
erate. 

However, from my point of view in 
connection with this matter, the calcula
tions went a little astray. Perhaps some 
face-saving is involved in this instance. 
It seems to me there are indications at 
this time resembling a situation in which 
an irresistible force meets an immov
able object. I have talked to some Mem
bers who say they will fight it out, but 
not in the way the majority leader wants 
to fight it out or fight it through. 

The majority leader suggested that 
we reason together. I was willing to do 
that, amendment by amendment. Then 
we got into a hassle over procedure. I 
think it is completely obvious what hap
pened. The majority leader was well 
equipped. · He had resolutions in every 
pocket, and he had an extra resolution 
in an inside pocket. Finally he pulled 
out the latter resolution-the Big 
Bertha, the atomic cannon, so to 
speak-in short, the cloture petition. I 
hope that petition will not have to be 
used. But if we do use it, I predict 
there will be quite a few short of the 
64 votes needed, unless some of my 
friends from down in the magnolia 
country have changed their minds in 
recent years. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield for a 
question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield for a ques
tion only. 

Mr. LONG. Does not the Senator 
from Minnesota realize that there are 
many Confederates who say, "Although 
I disagree with what you say, I will fight 
for your right to say it"? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
always thought Voltaire was a Confed
erate. [Laughter.] 

Mr. President, in fact I have the 
greatest affection for Confederates. In 
fact, I intend to make a rather short 
talk on Robert E. Lee. 
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However, Mr. President, before I speak 

further to~ght, I withdraw the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'Ihe 
amendment of the Senator from Minne
sota is withdrawn. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, it 
is now 1: 20 a. m., on Friday, July 23. 
I move the Senate stand in recess until 
1: 30 a. m., on Friday, July 23. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Burke 
Bush 
Butler 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Clements 
Cooper 
Crippa 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 

Eastland 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Goldwater 
Hendrickson 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnson, Tex. 
Johnston, S.C. 
Kilgore 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Langer 
Long 
Magnuson 
Malone 

Martin 
Millikin 
Monroney 
Mundt 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
Sal tons tall 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Thye 
Upton 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
DuFF] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr ~ 
WELKER] are necessarily absent. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KE
FAUVER], and the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. McCLELLAN] are absent on official 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from California 
that the Senate take a recess from 1:20 
a. m., on Friday, July 23, to 1:30 a. m., 
on Friday, July 23. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, on 
this question, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair calls the attention of the majority 
leader to the fact that it would obviously 
be impossible to complete the yeas and 
nays by 1:30 a.m. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Then, Mr. Presi
dent, I modify my motion, so as to pro
vide that the Senate take a recess until 
2:00 o'clock a.m., on today, Friday, July 
23. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion of the Senator from California has 
been modified, so as to provide that the 
Senate now take a recess until 2: 00 a. m., 
on today, Friday, July 23. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, on 
this question, I ask for the yeas and. nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the rolL 
The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 

the Senator from Oregon [Mr. CoRDON], 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
DuFFJ, the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
McCARTHY], and the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. WELKER] are -necessarily absent. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senators from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
SON and Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senators ·from 
Virginia [Mr. BYRD and Mr. ROBERTSON], 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS], 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN
DER], the Senators from North Carolina 
[Mr. ERVIN and Mr. LENNON], the Sena
tor from Delaware [Mr. FREAR] 1 the Sen
ators from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT and 
Mr. McCLELLAN], the Senators from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE and Mr. RUSSELL], 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], 
the Senators from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE 
and Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senators from 
Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN and Mr. PAs
TORE], the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
HAYDEN], the Senators from · Missouri 
[Mr. HENNINGS and Mr. SYMINGTON], the 
Senators from Alabama [Mr. HILL and 
Mr. SPARKMAN], the Senator from Wash
ington [Mr. JACKSON], the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. JoHNSON], the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR], the 
Senator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN), 
the Senators from Montana [Mr. MANs
FIELD and Mr. MURRAY], the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], the Sen
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCARRANJ, the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH
ERS], and the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STENNIS] are necessarily absent. 

The result was announced-yeas 56, 
nays 0, as follows: 

YEAS-56 
Aiken Eastland Martin 
Barrett Ferguson Millikin 
Beall Flanders Monroney 
Bennett Goldwater Mundt 
Bowring H~ndrickson Payne 
Bricker Hickenlooper Potter 
Bridges Holland Purtell 
Burke Humphrey Reynolds 
Bush Ives Sal tons tall 
Butler Jenner Schoeppel 
Capehart Johnson, Tex. Smith, Maine 
Carlson Johnston, S.C. Smith, N.J. 
Case Kilgore Thye 
Clements Know land Upton 
Cooper Kuchel Watkins 
Crippa Langer Wiley 
Daniel Long Williams 
Dirksen Magnuson Young 
Dworshak Malone 

NAY8-0 

NOT VOTING-40 
Anderson Hayden McClellan 
Byrd Hennings Morse 
Chavez Hill Murray 
Cordon Jackson Neely 
Douglas Johnson, Colo. Pastore 
Duff Kefauver Robertson 
Ellender Kennedy Russell 
Ervin Kerr Smathers 
Frear Lehman Sparkman 
Fulbright Lennon Stennis 
George Mansfield Symington 
Gillette May bank Weikel' 
Gore McCarran 
Green McCarthy 

So the motion was agreed to; and (at 
1 o'clock and 34 minutes a. m., Friday, 
July 23> the Senate took a recess until 
2 o'clock a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate July 22 <legislative day of July 2), 
1954: 

COMPTROLLER OF CUSTOMS 

Albert V. Becker, o! nunois, to be Comp
troller o! CUstoms with headquarters at 
Chicago, Ill., to fill an existing vacancy. 

IN THE .ARMy · 
Lt. Gen. .John Ernest Dahlquist, 07120; 

Army o! the United States (major general, 
U. S. Army), for appointment as chief, Army 
Field Forces, with the rank of general and as 
general in the Army of the United States, 
under the provisions of sections 504 and 515 
of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947. 

Col. Elmer William Young, 016298, Veteri
nary Corps, United States Army, for appoint
ment .as brigadier general, Veterinary Corps, 
in the Regular Army of the United States, 
under the provisions of title V of the Officer 
Personnel Act of 1947. 

Maj. Gen. Henry Irving Hodes, 012845, 
United States Army, for appointment as 
commanding general, VII Corps, with the 
rank of lieutenant general and as lieutenant 
general in the Army of the United States, 
under the provisions of sections 504 and 515 
of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947. 

Maj. Gen. John Howell Collier, 012388, 
United States Army, for appointment as com
manding general, I Corps, with the rank of 
lieutenant general and as lieutenant gen
eral in the Army of the United States, un
der the provisions of sections 504 and 515 
of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947. 

Maj. Gen. Charles Edward Hart, 015788, 
United States Army, for appointment as com
manding general, V Corps, with the rank 
of lieutenant general and as lieutenant gen
eral in the Army of the United States, un
der the provisions of sections 504 and 515 of 
the Officer Personnel Act of 1947. 

The following-named officers for tempo
rary appolntment in the Army of the United 
States to the grades indicated under the 
provisions of subsection 515 (c) of the Officer 
Personnel Act of 1947: 

To be major generals 
Brig. Gen. James Holden Phillips, 012331, 

United States Army. 
Brig. Gen. Mark McClure, 014935, Army of 

the United States (colonel, U.S. Army). 
Brig. Gen. Francis Marion Day, 015614, 

Army of the United States (colonel, U. S. 
Army). · . 

Brig. Gen. Edward Joseph O'Neill, 015952, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U. S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Arthur Lawrence Marshall, 
038593, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Robert Lee Howze, Jr., 016055, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U. S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Aubrey Strode Newman, A16099, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U. S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Frank Coffin Holbrook, 016654, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U. S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. John Honeycutt Hinrichs, 
017174, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 
- Brig. Gen. Frank Schaffer Besson, Jr., 
018662, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U. s. Army). 

To be brigadier generals 
Col. Gerald Edward Galloway, 016043, 

United States Army. 
Col. Edwin Bascum Kearns, Jr., 016224, 

United States Army. 
Col. Russell Thomas Finn, 016237, United 

States Army. · 
Col. Donald Dunford, 016267, United States. 

Army. 
Col. Benjamin Franklin Modisett, 039526, 

United States Army. 
Col. Harry Warren Johnson, 016391, 

United States Army. 
Col. William Jesse Deyo, Jr., 016449, United 

States Army. 
. Col. John Lawrence Ryan, Jr., 016451, 

United States Army. 
Col. George Olaf Norman Lodoen, 016580, 

United States Army. 
Col. Mason Harley Lucas, 016633, United 

States Army. 
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Col. Albert Gallatin Franklin, Jr., 016642, 

United States Army. 
Col. Francis Anthony Kreide!, 039553, 

United States Army. 
Col. Theodore Addison Weyher, 016738, 

United States Army. 
Col. Bertram Arthur Holtzworth, 016804, 

United States Army. 
Col. Olaf Helgesen Kyster, Jr., 016830, 

United States Army. 
Col. Martin Joseph Morin, 016911, United 

States Army. 
Col. David William Traub, 017110, United 

States Army. · 
Col. William Henry Hennig, 017122, United 

States Army. 
Col. Garrison Barkley Coverdale, 017148, 

United States Army. 
Col. William Mattingly Breckinridge, 

017210, United States Army. 
Col. Thomas Jahn Sands, 017521, United 

States Army. 
Col. Ralph Robert Mace, 017578, United 

States Army. · 
Col. James Bernard Quill, 017673, United 

States Army. 
Col. Fred Winchester Bladen, Jr., 017677, 

United States Army. 
Col. Charles Greene Calloway, 017690, 

United States Army. 
Col. Herbert John Vander Heide, 017754, 

United States Army. _ 
Col. Sidney Clay Wooten, 018126, United 

States Army. 
Col. Walter Bernard Yeager, 029464, United 

States Army. 
Col. Miller Osborne Perry, 018427, United 

States Army. 
Col. Louis Victor Hightower, 018502, United 

States Army. 
Col. James Karrick Woolnough, 018709, 

United States Army. 
Col. Floyd Allan Hansen, 018767, United 

States Army. .. .-.-..- ---------.-.- -

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, JULY 22, 1954 

The House met at 10 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 
Almighty God, in these days of crisis 

and ordeal may we be blessed with that 
divine insight and inspiration which will 
make us capable of the noblest thoughts 
and the most courageous actions. 

Help us to understand that we cannot 
remain strong and steadfast amid all the 
pressures of fear and frustration, of 
cynicism and doubt, of self -seeking and 
personal aggrandizement that are · con
tinually playing upon us unless we have 
a vivid and vital sense of Thy presence 
and power. 

Grant that we may be sensitive and 
attentive to the guidance of Thy Spirit 
as we seek to know what kind of legisla
tion will be most helpful in lifting man
kind to new and higher levels of peace 
and happiness. 

Hear us in the name of the Prince· of 
Peace. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Obviously a quorwn 
1s not present. 

Mr. ALLEN of lllinois. Mr. ·Speaker. 
I mo.ve a call of the House. '. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the. roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Abbitt 
Angell 
Bailey 
Belcher 
Blatnik 
Brooks, La. 
Buckley 
Camp 
Celler 
Chatham 
Church 
Coudert 
Curtis, Nebr. 
Dague· 
Dawson, Til. 
Ding ell 
Ellsworth 
Fallon 

(Roll No. 112) 
Fisher O'Brien, N.Y. 
Gamble Patman 
Harris Perkins 
Harrison, Wyo. Powell 
Hart Regan 
Heller Rhodes, Pa. 
Hiestand Richards 
Jarman Short 
Kersten, Wis. Sikes 
Long Steed 
Lucas Sutton _ 
McGregor Thompson, Tex. 
Mailliard Vinson 
-Martin Vursell 
Miller, N.Y. Weichel 
Morgan Wheeler 
Norrell Willis 
O 'Brien, Mich. Yorty 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 366 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent" that the Com
mittee on Rules may have until mid
night tonight to file reports. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

'!here was no objection. 

RECESS 'FOR THE PURPOSE OF RE-. 
CEIVING PRESIDENT SYNGMAN 
RHEE 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, :r ask 

unanimous consent that it may be in 
order at any time on Wednesday, July 
28, 1954, for the Speaker to declare a 
recess subject to the call · of the Chair 
for the purpose of receiving in a joint 
meeting the President of the Republic of 
Korea, His Excellency Syngman Rhee. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Indi
ana? 

There was no objection. 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION 
BILL, 1955 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill (H. R. 9936) mak
ing supplemental appropriations for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and 
for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved ·itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill H. R. 9936, 
with Mr. ALLEN of Illinois in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the commit

tee rose on Tuesday, the Clerk had read 
down to and including line 13 on page 6. 
If there are no amendments at this 
point, the Clerk will read. 

. Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The ·gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
ask whether the rules and the prec
edents of the House in reference to the 
right of the chairman of tpe committee 
in charge of the bill to close debate are 
going to be followed today or whether 
m: . not those rules and precedents are 
going to be violated as they were day 
before yesterday. I just want to serve 
notice that if they are I shall make a · 
point of order and, if I .am overruled, 
I shall appeal from the decision of the 
Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair wishes 
to state that he will follow the rules of 
the House. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Salaries and expenses, White House Police 
For an additional amount for "Salaries 

and expenses, White House Police," $62,000, 
to be derived by transfer from such appro
priations contained in the Treasury Depart
ment Appropriation Act, 1955, as the Secre• 
tary of the Treasury may designate. 

Mr. DORN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DoRN of New 

York: On page 7, after line 19, insert: 
"Bureau of the Mint: For a medal for 

Irving Berlin as authorized by law, $1,500." 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORN of New York. I yield. 
Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, there 

is no question in the minds of the com
mittee about the propriety and time
liness of this amendment. · This medal 
is authorized by law. There should be 
no delay in appropriating the necessary 
funds. The committee is agreeable to 
this amendment and is prepared to 
accept it. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORN of New York. I yield. 
Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, in be

half of the minority members of the 
Appropriations Committee, including the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. GARY]. 
the ranking minority member of the Sub
committee on Treasury-Post Office De
partments which is concerned with this 
particular matter, I should like to say 
that we have no objection to the proposed 
amendment and that we accept it. 

We feel that Irving Berlin has done 
more over the years for the good of this 
country through his writing and compos
ing of songs than many of our sages and 
philosophers. An immigrant to the 
United States from Russia at the age of 
5, his God Bless America will_ live the 
life of this Nation. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. GARY] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, as the 

ranking. minority member of the sub
eommittee to which this appropriation 
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would be referred, I take pleasure in sup-
. porting it. Irving Berlin is a great 
American and one . of the outstanding 
song writers of all time. His tuneful 
melodies have made his name immortal 
and his patriotic songs have been an 
inspiration to our Nation during the 
stress and strain of this war-torn coun
try. God Bless America will remain in 
the hearts and on the lips of our people 
as long as there is an America. This 
medal will be a well merited recognition 
of the contribution of Irving Berlin to 
our national life. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORN of New York. I yield. 
Mr. JA VITS. Mr. Chairman, I should 

like to compliment the gentleman on his 
very timely amendment honoring a great 
American who has made such an out
standing contribution to our cultural 
heritage in music which has become folk 
music, and calling this matter to our at
tention in this very splendid way. 

Also, I should like to express my ap
preciation of the action of the subcom
mittee; but especially I should like to 
compliment my colleague from New 
York. 

Mr. DORN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I want to thank the Members for 
accepting this amendment. I appreciate 
the comments that have been made on 
both sides of the aisle. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. DoRNJ. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Surveys and planning for hospital 
construction 

delinquency point to the urgent need for 
more national leadership in this field . 
The statistics for 1953, which have just 
become available, show that the delin
quency is continuing to rise in appalling 
proportions. The number of delinquent 
children coming from the juvenile courts. 
in 1953 totaled about 435,000. This fig
ure is an all-time high, and my under
standing is that the 1954 figure is mount
ing even higher. 

For 2 years the Bureau has had to rely 
on help from a privately financed proj
ect to carry forward work with commu
nities in improving services for juvenile 
delinquents. The funds for this project 
will be exhausted in the very near fu
ture. It is for this reason that it is par
ticularly important that this money be 
added to the Children's Bureau fund. 

You see, the Bureau operates under 
two laws: The act of 1912, creating the 
Bureau, gave it broad responsibilities "to 
investigate and report upon all matters 
pertaining to the welfare of children 
and childlife among all classes of our 
people." Under title V of the Social Se
security Act of 1935, as amended, the 
Bureau has responsibility for adminis
tering grants to States for maternal and 
child health, crippled children, and 
child welfare services. Under these two 
laws, the Bureau has responsibility for 
providing a wide variety of services re
quiring a diversity of professional per
sonnel. The Bureau cannot expand 
further its works in the field of juvenile 
delinquency without additional funds. It 
has had to absorb increases of salary, 
which means a reduction in force of 5 
more people-from 229 to 224. Should 
further additional salary raises be made 
by this body, the Bureau will be so much 
more handicapped in what it can do. 

Mr. Chairman, we vote untold millions 
for the protection of our natural re
sources, for reforestation and soil ero

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. sion and the like, what of our greatest 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. resource and our only future--our chil-

For payments to States for surveys and 
planning activities pursuant to title VI of 
the Public Health Service Act, as amended, 
$2,000,000: Provided, That such ·funds shall 
not be available after June 30, 1956. 

The Clerk read as follows: dren? The time has come to declare all
out war on juvenile delinquency. If you On page 9, immediately after line 8, in- · 1 sert "For an additional amount for salaries Wll read the committee report, I am sure 

and expenses, Children's Bureau, $165,000." you will feel it is important to add this 
$165,000-so little money for so great a 

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. work-to this appropriation. 
Chairman, the problem of juvenile de- Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
linquency has grown to such proportions to strike out the last word. 
that it is not possible for us to set it aside Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I think 
as unnecessary in the matter of Federal at this time we ought to set a limit on 
interest; $165,000 added to the Chil- debate on this amendment. I suggest 
dren's Bureau fund would make possible that there be 1 more speech for 5 min
the necessary additional personnel with utes in favor of the amendment, and 2 
which to give the advice and the en- speeches against it-which would pro
couragement to the different States vide an equal division of the time on the 
which has proved of such potency in amendment and which would be fair. 
other programs. Therefore, I ask unanimous consent with 

On June 18 the President requested that in mind that the debate be limited 
a supplemental appropriation for the to an additional 15 minutes. 
Children's Bureau. Incidentally, Mr. The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
Chairman, I would like to remind this to the request of the gentleman from 
body that the only future any country New York? 
has is its children. There was no objection. 

Significant developments in the field of Mr. JA VITS. Mr. Chairman, when 
juvenile delinquency, since the Bureau the appropriation for the Department of 
budget estimate for 1955 was under re- Health, Education, and Welfare was be
view last fall, led to the request for fore us, I offered exactly this amend
this supplemental appropriation. ment, which the gentlewoman from 

The facts brought to light by the sub- ; Ohio [Mrs. FRANCES P. BoLTON] is offer
committee of the Senate Judiciary Com- ing today. I am delighted she has seen 
ruittee appointed to investigate juvenile fit to offer it, and it is quite appropriate 

that a lady of such distinction, who has 
children of her own should offer an 
amendment of this type. I would like to 
call our attention to a matter of the 
record in respect to this amendment, 
which I strongly urge upon the House. 
When I brought it up originally, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. BusBEY], who 
is chairman of the subcommittee han
dling that particular appropriation bill 
said, and I quote from the RECORD of 
that day's debate at page 8008, as fol
lows: 

Mr. BusBEY. Mr. Chairman, we are all 1n 
accord with the objectives of the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. JAviTs). 

Over a month ago Dr. Eliot, head of the 
Children's Bureau, testified before our com
mittee that this problem is being studied at 
a high level in the White House, and she 
thought that a supplemental request for 
this particular activity would be submitted 
to the Congress in the near future. I think 
we should wait until the proposition is sub
mitted to us, because we will then have the 
benefit of their study and their findings. 
Then, we can consider their request in the 
regular, established manner, rather than at 
this time before we have any definite pro
gram to act on. 

I now call the attention of the com
mittee to the fact that by a communica
tion from the President of the United 
States, House Document No. 438, he rec
ommends that this appropriation be 
made though it is not included in this 
bill. He says as follows: 

For an additional amount !or salaries and 
expenses, Children's Bureau, $165,000. The 
additional amount is for establishment of a 
staff to study, gather facts, and consult with 
States on problems of juvenile delinquency. 
The purpose is to provide specialized knowl
edge and guidance to the States in order to 
aid them to improve services and facilities 
for dealing with delinquent children. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. JUDD. I want to associate myself 

with the gentleman. I cannot see any 
good reason why we should not put in 
this $165,000. I do not know any more 
worthy cause for which we could make 
an appropriation than this one. I hope 
the committee will accept the amend
ment. 

Mr. JA VITS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the gentleman 

from New Jersey. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair

man, I rise in support of the amendment. 
On the last 3 days of June, over 450 

specialists in the problems of delinquent 
children from all parts of the country
including judges, probation workers, psy· 
chiatrists, social workers, civic leaders, 
and others-met here in Washington on 
the invitation of Secretary Hobby. They 
met to pool their thinking about what 
can and must be done to curb the mount
ing juvenile delinquency reported in big 
and little cities. 

With extraordinary unanimity, these 
experts agreed that the situation is seri· 
ous. They agreed that measures must 
be taken both to build greater respect in 
youngsters for the law and to restore to 
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good social and emotional health young
sters. who have got into trouble with the 
law. Over and over again, these dele
gates asked for leadership in meeting 
this problem. They can get such leader
ship from the Children's Bureau if it is 
staffed to give it. 

Public and private agencies through- · 
out the country want to push ahead, 
building better police services for han
dling young delinquents, providing better 
detention facilities, improving court 
handling, and modernizing training
school methods and facilities. Many 
communities are ready to go ahead in 
taking better measures to prevent de
linquency. 

Those of us who support the Presi
dent's request for a supplemental appro
priation are asking merely that the Fed
eral Government increase its services for 
advising and consulting with States and 
local communities as to what are good 
practices, what are good facilities, and 
what are wise measures to take. 

They can get such help from the 
Children's Bureau. The Bureau knows 
their problems, it knows what programs 
work efficiently, and it knows what chil
dren need if they are to have the chance 
to develop as responsible, socially useful, 
and happy human beings. 

But this help can be forthcoming from 
the Children's Bureau only if it can add 
to its staff more specialists to gather es
sential facts, to provide guidance ma
terial, and to work with States and com
munities. This relatively small sum of 
$165,000 would be utilized by employ
ing men and women skilled in dealing 
with the many aspects of juvenile delin
quency, and ready to go to work on these 
problems. 

As we build and maintain the defenses 
of our Nation, let us not forget that we 
are making life safer and happier, not 
just for us adults, but for our children, 
and for their children. Let us not, in 
anxiety over the cost, make our children 
the casualties of our efforts to economize. 
We run the risk of that when we neglect 
to give the Children's Bureau the means 
for helping our States and communities 
do their job of building a physically, 
socially, and emotionally sound new gen
eration. 

Mr. Chairman, while we are on the 
subject of appropriations for the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare, I should like to state that I have 
hoped to offer three amendments at this 
point. These amendments would have 
appropriated additional funds for coop
erativ~ research activities, for a White 
House Conference on Education and for 
the National Advisory Committee on Ed
ucation. A total of $2,025,000 was re
quested by the administration for these 
purposes, but the Appropriations Com
mittee struck out the entire amount. 

Since the President has not yet signed 
the three bills authorizing these activi
ties-the conference reports were only 
agreed to by this body yesterday-! 
understand that a point of order would 
have been sustained against these 
amendments. I do feel it advisable, 
however, to call to the attention of my 
colleagues the fact that adequate appro
priations for these purposes will be nee-

essary. I ,am confident that the Mem
bers of the other body will take appro
priate action when this bill comes to 
them for consideration. 

Mr. JAVITS. I appreciate the gentle
man's support. 
· Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. I would like to 
associate myself with the gentleman. I 
hope the amendment passes. All too of
ten the technicalities presented to the 
Appropriations Committee blind them as 
to ultimate worth. On the other hand 
this committee must be commended on 
the . way it has tackled the overall prob
lem of conserving our money. The tax
payer has been saved many millions of 
dollars. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I wish to 

associate myself with the gentleman in 
support of the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Ohio. I believe this 
would be money well spent. There are 
many millions in this bill which I think 
are for purposes less deserving. We 
must do everything we possibly can in 
fighting against juvenile delinquency. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JA VITS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FULTON. I likewise want to as
sociate myself with the program of ex
tended help in the problem of juvenile 
delinquency. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the gentleman 
for his support. · 

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr. Chair

-man, I rise to associate myself with the 
gentleman from New York, and I wish to 
support the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Ohio [Mrs. FRANCES 
P. BoLTON]. I do not know of any ques
tion more important before this House 
at this time than the one we are deciding 
here. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. Chairman, there 
is a great deal of interest m New Jersey, 
particularly in this appropriation for 
juvenile delinquency studies because, as 
I understand it, the special program 
which the Children's Bureau intends to 
set up has grown out of the excellent 
work in the field of juvenile delinquency 
done by a Senate subcommittee headed 
by the junior Senator from New Jersey, 
Mr. HENDRICKSON. This subcommittee 
has attracted to the pr-oblem of juvenile 
delinquency the national attention it de
serves, and has brought into sharp· focus 
the gaps in our organizational ability to 

cope with what is getting to ~be a worse 
problem every year. 
· The trouble with this appropriation 

item probably is that it was too small 
to start with, so no one takes it seriously. 
If it were $165 million instead of $165,000, 
it might have had a better chance in 
committee . . 

The Appropriations Committee, in 
knocking out the requested $165,000, said 
the Children's Bureau could find money 
for studying the juvenile delinquency 
problem by diverting it from other activ
ities. Are we to assume that the agency 
got money this year from the Appropri
ations Committee for unnecessary activ
ities? As the report of the committee 
shows, the Children's Bureau only got 
$1,525,000 altogether for all of its work, 
and much of it is in the field of industrial 
health and protection. 

Here is the sort of thing which puzzles 
me sometimes in the appropriations 
process: In this bill we are appropriat
ing $6,500,000 for forest roads and trails 
to enable logging outfits to get to some 
Government timber which is over
maturing. 
- Now that is all right, and probably good 
business on the Government's part. But 
the cost of just 1 mile or so of these wil
derness logging roads that helps save 
some timber from going bad would also 
just about cover the cost of setting up 
this special staff in the Children's Bu
reau. I think it is a whole lot more 
important to save children from going 
bad, if that can be done with a modest 
appropriation like this, than to worry 
about the timber. Those trees may face 
a blight out there in Idaho and Califor
nia, but I do not know of any blight 
worse than the human spoilage of ju
venile delinquency. I think the Chil
dren's Bureau should ·be allowed to serve 
as the organizational spearhead for local, 
State, and National Government agen
cies in organizing the counterdrive 
against juvenile delinquency. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. I, too, want to associate 
myself in support of the statement made 
by the gentleman from New York. I 
think the amendment is one that should 
be passed. 

There is no question but that the 
·fundamental cure for juvenile delin
quency is a good home and good family 
life. This is a problem that must be 
handled primarily by the family and by 
the local community. The fact remains, 
however, that in many communities 
-throughout the Nation, elements of the 
problem are the same, and it would be 
well if a coordinated effort could be made 
-to deal with them by all such local com
munities. 

In this respect the Federal Govern
ment can be of service, and that, I 
understand, to be the purpose of this 
amendment, namely, first, to establish a 
national clearing house of information 
on various aspects of the delinquency 
problem which could be made available 
to local groups and agencies; and, sec
ond, to provide methods for suggesting 
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standards and programs for training 
advisers and workers on a local level. 

I think that for this limited purpose 
the amendment should be adopted. 

Mr. JA VITS. I thank the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER of California. I wish to 

associate myself with what the gentle
man from New York has said. I know 
of no more important resource in this 
country than our children. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the gentleman 
from California. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JA VITS. I yield to the gentle .. 
woman from Massachusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
shall be delighted to support the amend .. 
ment. . 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the gentle .. 
woman for her support. 

There are many States that have 
youth commissions dealing with this 
subject of juvenile delinquency. Among 
them are: Arkansas, California, Colo
rado, Connecticut, Kansas, Louisiana, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, North 
Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, Washing
ton, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. 

This certainly is a national program. 
It is a very minimal expenditure which 
is being asked for and it is something 
that is recommended by the President of 
the United States; it is an administra .. 
tion program and it is certainly a desir
able one. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. JA VITS. I yield to the gentleman 
• from Ohio. 

Mr. YATES. I just wish to point out 
fn connection with this amendment that 
this will in no way affect the obligation 
and the responsibility of the local com .. 
munities in dealing with the problem of 
juvenile delinquency. All this amend
ment proposes to do, as I understand, is 
to try to integrate and help local com
munities in operating that program. 

Mr. JAVITS. That is exactly correct. 
I thank the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Dlinois [Mr. 
BusBEY]. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, I will 
not take second place to any Member 
of this body in my concern with the 
problem · of what is generally termed 
"'juvenile delinquency," although I think 
ft often should more properly be called 
parental delinquency. It was because of 
my anxiety over this problem that I in
troduced a narcotics bill, H. R. 8700, 
which provides that the sale of narcotic 
drugs to a minor shall be a criminal of .. 
fense, punishable by death or life im .. 
prisonment. . 

I subscribe to everything the gentle
woman from Ohio [Mrs. FRANCES P. 
BoLTON] said in the well of this House 
a few moments ago concerning the prob .. 
lem of juvenile delinquency. But, that 
is not the issue before the House today. 

You are being asked to appropriate 
money to set up an agency within a bu-

reau that has had the authority to do 
work in this field for many years and 
has been doing so. When the regular 
appropriation bill was before the House 
and I made the remarks to which the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. JAVITS] 
referred, I was in hopes that the White 
House would appoint some commission 
or committee to study this problem and 
to present a plan for coordinating all the 
activities of the various agencies under 
one agency. I do not believe it is prac
tical to appropriate money for this prob
lem until such a plan is presented. 

As it is to date, we have about 9 or 
10 different bureaus, agencies, and de
partments of Government dealing with 
the problem of juvenile delinquency. 

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUSBEY. I will be very happy to 
yield in a minute. 

If a study were made to coordinate 
the efforts of these various agencies and 
a program presented to the Subcommit
tee on Appropriations, I would be the 
first one not only to want to appropriate 
$165,000, but I would favor appropriat
ing 10 times that sum, in order to get the 
program started in the correct way, if I 
was convinced proper study had been 
given to the problem and that the rec
ommendation was a good one. This 
idea of appropriating money for this pur
pose under these circumstances is almost 
similar to putting a roof on a building 
before you even have the plans made, 
let alone the foundation in. I do not 
believe a vote against this amendment 
would be a vote against correcting juve .. 
nile delinquency. I will vote against it. 
I refer you to the hearings held in con .. 
nection with the supplemental appro
priations. Dr. Eliot, for whom I have 
the highest respect, has not made a case 
for this appropriation. The strongest 
statement that makes any kind of a 
case--but which, in my judgment, is a 
very weak one--is the third paragraph 
on page 1295 of the hearings, which 
reads as follows: 

The Juvenile Delinquency Division will 
collaborate with the existing Divisions of 
Social Services and Health Services, other 
constituents in the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, other departments 
and national organizations working in this 
field. The Bureau through its other divi
sions already has many contacts with State 
departments of public welfare and health, 
and these will be utilized to further the 
work of the new division. 

We have the Office of Education in 
this field, we have the Department of 
Agriculture in this field, we have the 
Department of Justice and the FBI, and 
we have the Department of Labor in this 
field. We have many more agencies, 
which do not come to my mind offhand, 
working on this so-called problem of 
juvenile delinquency. Why not let them 
get together and formulate a program 
and then come in here and say, "This 
is it; this is the amount of money we 
need to handle the program next year." 
I would be the first one to support it. 

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUSBEY. I yield to the gentle
woman from Ohio. 

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. The 
Children's Bureau has several of its 
people working on juvenile delinquency. 
This does not set up a different bureau. 
It makes it possible for the Children's 
Bureau to do adequate work. A vote 
against this amendment is not against 
juvenile delinquency, but it would be 
against the children of this country who 
need the coordination that only the Fed
eral Government can give to the various 
work of the agencies. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Again I agree with the 
gentlewoman from Ohio [Mrs. FRANCES 
P. BoLTON] that the Federal Govern .. 
ment should coordinate the activities 
in the field of juvenile delinquency; but 
I challenge the gentlewoman from Ohio, 
or anyone else, to show how the adop .. 
tion of this amendment would coordi .. 
nate or consolidate a single activity in 
this work. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog .. 
nizes the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. 
BUDGE]. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. TABER. Is it not true that the 
Children's Bureau has more people on 
this program than it did 3 years ago, yet 
the situation is more acute, proving that 
they have not gotten hold of the thing at 
all and that they are not the people to 
handle it? 

Mr. BUDGE. I would say, certainly, 
that the appropriations to the Children's 
Bureau at the present time are in excess 
of what they were 3 years ago. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations has raised another inter .. 
esting question which the members of 
the subcommittee were quite concerned 
about when he said that this is perhaps 
not the right Bureau to handle this 
problem. There is no question about the 
problem being there, but in this supple
mental budget request from the Depart .. 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
we have 2 separate agencies within the 
1 department, both of these agencies 
within the same Department asking in 
this budget request funds to study the 
very same problem. It seems to the com .. 
mittee, and I think it should to the 
Members of the House, that until the 
executive branch of the Government de
cides, at least, within just 1 depart
ment which bureau is going to make this 
study and make the recommendations 
the Appropriations Committee and the 
Congress would be somewhat lax in mak
ing an appropriation to a particular 
agency when the Department itself and 
the executive branch of the Government 
have not even concluded within the 1 
department who they want to make this 
study. 

Everyone recognizes that the problem 
exists, and that it is a serious one. It 
is one of concern in all areas of the 
country. For that reason, if for no other, 
the Congress should be satisfied that 
very real results will be obtained from 
the funds appro·priated before they are 
provided. That is almost impossible for 
the Appropriations Committee and its 
staff to do in the limited time available 
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on a supplemental appropriation bill, 
particularly this late in the session. 

Mr: Chairman, I think we should ·look 
into just what this $165,000 is intended 
to cover. It is solely for hiring and for 
the travel expenses of 53 new people in 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, in the Children's Bureau; 
53 additional people in the Washington 
o:fllce. Now, here are the types of peo
ple that are listed in the justifications 
that were given to the committee and 
the salaries which are connected with 
them. We have, first, a Director of the 
Division, and that is a new division now 
within the Bureau, at $10,800 per year. 
We have an Assistant Director of the 
Division at $9,600. We have 2 Chiefs 
of Branch, so apparently there will be 
2 Branches within the new Division. 
Each of those people is to receive $9,600. 
We have a psychiatrist at $9,600. We 
have an after-care consultant--! am not 
sure just what that is--at a salary of 
$8,360. Then we come over here and 
we have 2 coordination and planning 
consultants at $8,360. We have an in
stitutions consultant at $8,360. We have 
2 training consultants at $8,360. The 
sole purpose of the appropriation is to 
start a new division in the Department 
in the Children's Bureau when the De
partment itself has not even decided 
whether it wants this office or the Office 
of Education to undertake the study. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield to the gentle
man from New Mexico. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. The Senate com
mittee .has been making a very exhaus
tive study of this problem. They have 
been holding hearings, and it is very 
likely that they will recommend basic . 
legislation in the next Congress. Would 
it not be wise for the House to wait 
and cooperate with the Senate on basic 
legislation under a well-thought-out 
plan instead of going ahead now with a 
bill that might not do what is intended to 
be done? 

Mr. BUDGE. I would certainly agree 
with the observation of the distinguished 
gentleman from New. Mexico, particu
larly in view of the fact that the request 
for next year which the Children's Bu
reau has indicated they will make is ex
actly double the amount which they re
quest in this appropr:iation. _ 

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield to the gentle
woman from Ohio. 

Mrs. FRANCES !?. BOLTON.· The 
gentleman spoke of two divisions in the 
same Department. The Department of 
Education is entirely different from the 
Welfare Department work. They are 
two entirely different subjects. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Idaho has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentlewoman from Ohio 
[Mrs. :FRANCES P. BOLT.ON]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion (demanded-by Mrs. FRANCES P .. BoL
TON) there were-ayes 71, noes 77. 

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand tellers. 

·· Tellers were ordered, · and- the ChaiT
man appointed as tellers Mrs. FRANCES 
P. BOLTON and Mr. TABER. 

The Committee again divided; and 
the tellers reported that there were
ayes 85, noes 90. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HEsELTON: 

Page 9, line 7, strike out "Provided, That 
such funds shall not be available after June 
30, 1956" and insert the following: 

"Grants for hospital construction 
"For an additional amount for 'Grants 

for hospital construction', to remain avail
able until expended, $35,000,000, to be avail
able for payments under part G, title VI, 
of the act, as amended, as follows: for diag
nostic or treatment centers, $10,000,000; for 
hospitals for the chronically ill and im
paired, $10,000,000; for rehabilitation facili
ties, $10,000,000; and for nursing homes, 
$5,000,000: Provided, That allotments under 
such part G to the several States for the 
current fiscal year· shall be made on the 
basis of amounts equal to the limitations 
specified herein. 
"Salaries and expenses, hospital construction 

services 
"For an additional amount for 'Salaries 

and expenses, hospital construction services', 
$400,000, of which not to exceed $60,000 may 
be transferred to 'Salaries and expenses, 
Office of Vocational Rehabilitat-ion', and not 
to ·exceed $5,900 may be transferred to 'Sal
aries and expenses, Office of the General 
Counsel, Health, Education, and Welfare'." 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order . . 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order against the amend
ment that it contains legislation and 
changes existing law. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentle
man from New York please point out 
the matter he states is legislation? 

Mr. TABER. These words in the last 
part of the amendment make it legis
lation "of which not to exceed $60,000 
may ·be transferred to 'Salaries and ex
penses, Office of Vocational Rehabilita
tion', and not to exceed $5,900 may be 
transferred to 'Salaries and expenses; 
Office of the General Counsel, Health, 
Education, and Welfare'." 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Massachusetts wish to be 
heard on the point of order? 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to strike those 
words from the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ma~sach usetts? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re

port the amendment as modified. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HESELTON: 

Page 9, line 7, strike out "Provided, That 
sucn funds shall not be available after June 
30, 1956" and insert the following: 

"Grants for hospital construction 
"For an _additional amount for 'Grants for 

hospital construction', to remain available 
until expended, $35,000,000, to be available 
for payments under part G, title VI, of the 

act, as amended, as· follows: for diag-nostic 
or treatment centers, $10,000,000; for hos
pitals for the -chronically ill and impaired, 
$10,000,000; for rehabilitation facilities, $10.-
000,000; and for nursing homes, $5,000,000: 
Provided, That allotments under such part G 

.to the several States for the current fiscal 
year shall be made on the basis of amounts 
equal to the limitations specified herein. 
"Salaries and expenses, hospital construction 

services · 

"For an additional amount for 'Salaries 
and expenses, hospital construction services, 
$400,000." 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, let 
me make clear at the outset that this 
is not a personal amendm~nt in a very 
real sense. This amendment has been 
authorized, I might say, by the Com:. 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce, which discussed this problem over 
the last 2 days. Consequently I am try
ing to present it objectively and in behalf 
of the committee which authorized the 
money involved in the amendment. You 
may recall, a few weeks ago the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce reported to the House an exten
sion ·of the so-called Hill-Burton Act, 
which should be called, incidentally, th-e 
Priest Act, and that the House passed 
it unanimously. It passed the other 
body and on July 14 it becatne a public 
law. That called for $60 million, but 
the administration submitted a request 
of only $35 million. I have here a chart 
showing the projects all over the coun
try submitted by the State agencies. I 
do not have the time to indicate the 
extent of this, but let me just call your 
attention to it. There are 669 projects 
all ready to go with a total of 41,436 
beds.- That is divided into general, 
mental, tuberculosis, chronic diseases, 
public health centers, nursing homes, 
and training facilities and adjunct fa
cilities. The estimated cost is a total 
of $681,673,000 and the Federal share for 
1955 would be $270,082,000. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HESELTON. I yield. 
Mr. DOLLIVER. Is it not a fact that 

the amount which the gentleman is sug
gesting in his amendment is approxi
mately the amount which was authorized 
by the Ho~e in passing the extension 
of the Hill-Burton Act? 

Mr. HESELTON. I do not think that 
is quite accurate. I think we author
ized $60 million, but the administration 
only submitted a request for $35 million. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Actually, this money 
is to carry out the law passed in the 
House within the last few weeks; is that 
not correct? 

Mr. HESELTON. Absolutely, there is 
no question about it. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. May I comment, 
Mr. Chairman, that before the close of 
this session, we are going to be called 
upon to pass upon an appropriation 
which was authorized for foreign aid. 
There doubtless will be similar enter
prises in that bill which amount to a 
good many millions of dollars. It seems 
possible to me that we might be willing 
to look after our own people in this 
matter of hospital construction by pro
vfding the modest amount that is sug
gested by the gentleman's amendment. 
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Mr. HESELTON. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to associate myself with the gentleman. 

Mr. HESELTON. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HESELTON. I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. Do I understand 

that this amendment, which is being 
offered, involves supplying the money to 
implement the program which was just 
enacted a few days ago? 

Mr. HESELTON. That is exactly cor
rect. 

May I point out that we have only 
12 percent of the chronic-disease beds 
we need. 

The $35 million requested is to imple
ment the provisions of Public Law 482 
approved July 12, 1954. The request, 
which is $25 million less than the law 
authorizes, would provide $10 million for 
chronic-disease facilities and $5 million 
for nursing homes. These two types of 
facilities are considerably less expensive 
to construct than general hospitals and 
can provide patient care at approxi
mately one-third the cost of patient 
care per day which must now be given 
in more expensive general hospitals. 
It would free more general beds for 
patients with acute illness and per
mit more urgently needed facilities 
for chronic patients not in need of a full 
hospital regime. 

Ten million dollars for diagnostic and 
treatment facilities to care for ambula
tory patients. By emphasizing pre
ventive medicine and care of the ambu
lant patient, the demands for general 
hospital beds will be reduced and the 
total cost to the patient will be less than 
the cost of hospitalization. This type of 
facility providing earlier diagnosis would 
prevent chronic illness and subsequent 
long-term hospitalization with its tre
mendous expenditure to the individual. 

Ten million dollars for rehabilitation 
facilities. From an economic standpoint 
alone the return in taxes paid by re
habilitants is estimated to exceed the 
cost of rehabilitation. The 83d Congress 
has passed a bill to expand the number 
of patients rehabilitated. There is now 
a great shortage of adequate rehabilita
tion facilities for both patient care and 
training purposes. 

The report by the House Appropria
tions Committee indicates that the com
mittee is in sympathy with the new pro
gram but fearful that more harm than 
good will be accomplished by proceeding 
before any but the most sketchy plans 
are available. This statement com
pletely overlooks the fact that at no time 
in the program are construction grant 
funds approved for expenditure without 
a comprehensive survey by the State, 
and approval by the Surgeon General of 
the State plans required under the sur
vey and planning phase. The House 
committee based its refusal to approve 
this item on alleged vagueness of the 
program presented. However, it must 
be stressed that many States will com
plete the survey and planning -phase of 
the program and be ready to embark 

upon the construction portion of the 
program during fiscal year 1955. More
over, in the case of chronic-disease fa
cilities, for which $10 million has been 
requested, all States could proceed al
most immediately in view of the fact 
that this type of facility has been in
cluded under the original program and 
in the current State plans. Although 
the funds are available for a 2-year peri
od the development of plans and the 
actual building construction in a com
munity requires from 12 months to 24 
months before the buildings are ready 
for occupancy. 

It was emphasized in the testimony 
that unless the $35 million was appro
priated there would be a delay of a 
full year in launching the new program 
in view of extreme reluctance on the 
part of the States to undertake a new 
activity unless funds have been appro
priated by the Congress. In view of the 
record of uncertainty with respect to the 
amount of annual appropriations under 
the hospital survey and construction 
program it is not likely that the States 
would intensively launch upon the sur
vey and planning activities with a mere 
authorization in the basic law for appro
priations. 

The full amount of $35 million would 
be all encumbered by the end of the 
2-year period of availability on these 
-grant funds. 

For fiscal year 1955, $850,000 was ap
propriated for salaries and expenses to · 
administer a program of $75 million in 
grant funds for hospital construction. 
This was $25,000 less than was appropri
ated for fiscal year 1954 when the pro
gram was at the $65 million level and 
$350,000 less than fiscal year 1953 when 
the program was last at the $75 million 
level. Mandatory salary increases will 
further reduce the level of finances for 
this item. 

The appropriation request of the Pres
ident and the Department for fiscal year 
1955 for the $75 million program level 
was $950,000. 

Under Public Law 482, 83d Congress, 
effective July 12, 1954, in order to carry 
out the additional work incident to the 
new amendments to the hospital survey 
and construction program a sum of 
$400,000 was requested as essential. This 
sum for salaries and expenses was in
cluded with an appropriation request of 
$2 million for survey and planning grants 
and $35 million for specified construct ion 
grants. 

It is pointed out that regardless of 
whether or not Federal funds are appro
priated for construction grants to the 
States the Public Health Service by the 
mandates of Public Law 482, 83d Con
gress, must develop basic policies, pro
cedures, forms, and instructions pertain
ing to the survey and planning activities 
of the States in order to assure the uni
formity of procedures throughout the 
Nation. 

In addition the provisions of Public 
Law 482, 83d Congress, also require the 
Public Health Service with the approval 
of the Federal Hospital Council to de
velop and promulgate the necessary and 
essential regulations pertaining _to the 

program covered by the new amend
ments. This entails an extensive work
load and in the interest of developing the 
best possible program, consultation, and 
assistance from non-Federal groups with 
special knowledge · in the health field. 
Some of these groups are the American 
Medical Association, the American Hos
pital Association, the nursing home and 
rehabilitation groups. The provisions of 
the new law provide a time limit of 6 
months from date of enactment-July 
12, 1954-for the completion of the new . 
regulations. An extensive educational 
program is essential in order to assure 
the establishment of the program called 
for in Public Law 482, 83d Congress, on 
a firm and sound basis. 

It is impossible to absorb the increased 
workload under the regular program with 
the current staff which is smaller than 
last year and then, in addition, under
take ·any of the activities called for under 
the new program. 

If funds for construction grants are 
made available the additional $400,000 
requested will permit an appropriate be
ginning of this phase of the new program. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex
pired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. HESELTON 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HESELTON. This is a direct 
challenge to everyone of us who is in .. 
terested in the problems of the ill, and 
the aged of this country. If it is de
sired to stop this program in its tracks 
then we should turn this amendment 
down. But if we do have the interest 
of those people at heart, if we feel that 
this Congress by unanimously author
izing this amount of money can take 
some action which should be carried out, 
honoring our unanimous vote, theh I say 
to you this is your opportunity and per
haps your last opportunity in this Con
gress to do something constructive in 
behalf of the people of this country who 
need your assistance. 

I beg you to give your support to this 
amendment. 

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HESELTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. As I recall the 
legislation that the gentleman is now 
urging for adoption, came to us first in 
the form of a message from the Presi
dent. 

Mr. HESELTON. The gentleman is 
right. · 

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. We then 
passed enabling legislation on the floor 
of the House. 

Mr. HESELTON. We passed it unan
imously. 

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. The overt act 
that will destroy the measure now is 
for us not to appropriate money for 
carrying out the purposes and objectives 
of the act. 

Mr. HESELTON. The gentleman 1s 
correct about that. There is only $2 mil
lion in the bill and that is provided for 
survey and planning. 
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There is not 1 penny in the bill for 

the construction of any of the facilities. 
If you want - this excellent- program 

extended, if you want to carry out our 

recent commitment to the people in our 
districts, if - you -want to see that the 
serious deficit in . health facilities is 
overcome as soon as possible, you should 

support the President's recommenda
tion by voting for the amendment. 

I am now including for the RECORD the 
tabulation to which I referred: 

TABLE I.-Summary of construction projects reported by State agencies to be eligible to share in Federal funds appropriated under 
Hill-Burton Act, fiscal year 1955 

[Source: State Agency Reports to the Public Health Service. Not an official schedule] 

Hospital beds added, by category Other facmties Estimated cost 
(thousands) 

Number of 
projects Public Nursing Federal 

Total General Mental Tubercu- Chronic , health homes and Adjtmct Total share, los is disease tra ining facilities center facilities 1955 

# To tal . _______________________ 669 . 41,436 31,398 4, 533 1, 863 1 3,642 109 30 25 $681,673 $270,082 

Alabama___________________________ 13 355 355 ------------ ------------ ------------ 3 - ----------- ------------ 6, 381 4, 254 
Arizona____________________________ 4 79 55 -- ---------- --------- --- 24 ----------- - ------------ ------------ 542 271 
Arkansas__________________________ 8 380 280 ------------ ------------ 100 ------------ 2 ------------ 5,680 3, 786 
California 2 • ----------~- ----------·- 97 4,196 2, 869 103 682 542 19 1 3 67,870 22,160 
Colorado ________ ____ :_ ___ ~---------- 11 920 920 ------------ ------------ --- --------- ----------- - --- ------ --- 1 14,061 4, 358 

g~~;;~~c~~~====================== ---------~~- --------~~~- --------~~~- ============ ============ - ------ -~~~- - ---------~- ============ ----------~- -----~~~~~- -- -----~~~~~ 
District of Columbia 4 _____________ ------------ ------------ ---------- -- - ------- ---- ------------ --------- --- - ---------- - --- ----- -- -- -- ------- --- ------ ------ --------- -- -
Florida_------- ---- ---------------- 51 2, 477 2, 330 72 ------- ---- - 75 , 9 4 1 35,087 16, 571 
Georgia____________________________ 38 621 621 -- ------- --- ----------- , -------- ---- 30 ------------ . 1 12,955 4, 318 
Idaho______________________________ 5 107 95 ------------ ------------ 12 2 ·---- ----- --- ------------ . 720 360 

~~~~~~=========================== 1~ ~~ ~~g --------~- ============ =========~~= ==========i= ~~~~~~~~~~~~ -------- --~- J: m :J* 
~Fu!~!(~======================= ! ~* lli ========i6~= ========= === ==== ====~~= ~~~~ ~.~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~-~~~ J ~g t ~i . 
Maine _____ ___ _____________________ 4 353 353 ------- ----- ------------ -- ----- ----- ------------ ---- ------ -- ------------ 5, 350 3, 051 
Maryland_________________ ___ ______ 10 I, 590 641 135 ------------ 814 1 2 8 26,436 9, 145 
Massachusetts_____________________ 25 1, 455 1, 455 ------------ -------- ---- ------------ 1 ---------- -- ------------ 32,310 13,552 
"'fichigan_______________________ __ _ 24 I, 530 1, 530 ------------ ____ ------- ------------ 3 ____ ______ 1 __ -_-__ --__ --_-_-_-_-_-__ - .• 27, 623 10, 428 
Minnesota_____ ____________________ 9 392 392 -- --------- - ------------ ------------ 1 7, 588 3, · ~ ~ 
Mississippi________________________ 17 • 471 471 ------------ ------------ ------------ 11 -- -------- -- ------- ----- 7, 651 5, 104 
Missouri___________________________ 12 881 220 248 ------------ 413 ------------ ------------ ------------ 19,940 8, 970 
Montana___________________________ 4 46 46 ------ -- ---- ----------- - ------------ 1 ------------ ----------- - 1, 172 469 

~:~~~s:t~~======================= ---------~~- --------~~~- - -------~~~- ====·======== ========= === ====== ~===== ============ ---------- ~- - ---------~- ------~~~- -------~~~~~ 
New Hampshire___________________ 5 198 198 ------------ ------------ --------- --- ------------ 1 ------------ 4, 100 1, 367 
New Jersey________________________ 30 2,366 2,285 ------------ • 81 ------------ ------------ 3 ------------ 35,193 14,077 
New MexiCO----------"------------ 8 1, 972 # 122 I, 800 -- ---------- 50 · 1 ------------ -- ---------- 6, 323 2, 486 

~~~{g~:lf~~~=================== _________ !t -- ----~~~~~- --- ---~~~!~- = ========~= === ========= =========~= ---- ------~- ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ========= === -----~~~~~- ------~~~~ Ohio___ ____________________________ 13 1, 225 1, 035 90 100 --------- --- ----------- - ------------ ---------- - - 23,700 7, 894 

g~;~~~~==========·============ =-== · ·~1 f3~ r~ =========== = ============ ============ ----------i- ============ ========== == ~: ~~ t ~~ 
Pennsylvania ___________________ _:__ 30 3, 674 2, 780 119 ----------- - 775 ------------ 8 2 51,249 17, 169 

:o~t~e 6!1:o~!"a~=== = = ============== ~ --------ioo- ------- -i6o- ==== ======== ===== ======= ===~======== ===== ======= ============ --- -------~- 2, ~~ 1, ~~ 
South Dakota.-------------------- 2 84 84 ------------ ------------ ------------ --- --------- ------ ----- - ------------ 1, 700 850 
Tennessee_________________________ 13 946 546 400 ------------ ------------ 1 ------------ 1 9, 862 11,128 
Texas______________________________ 14 1, 800 1, 000 ------------ 800 ------------ 2 ------------ ------------ 18,880 9, 390 
Utah------------------------------ 12 695 695 ----------- - ------------ --·---------- 4 --- --------- ------------ 17,685 7,879 
Vermont-------------------------- - 4 122 52 ------------ ----------- - 70 ------------ ------------ ------------ 2, 070 656 
Virginia. __ ------------------------ 12 590 390 - -~----- ---- 200 ------------ 5 ------------ ------------ 8, 460 4, 653 
Washington_______ ________________ 3 384 354 30 ------------ ------------ ----------- - ------------ ------------ 9, 225 3, 690 
West Virginia_____________________ _ 2 liO 35 --- ---- ----- ________ :_·__ 75 --- --------- ------------ ------------ 1, 013 618 
Wisconsin_________________________ 24 2,327 1, 634 596 ---------- -- 97 1 1 1 42,829 17, 845 
Wyoming_________________________ 4 65 65 --- ------ --- ------------ ---------- -- ------------ ------------ ----------- - 950 317 
Alaska .•. ------~------------------- 2 30 30 ----------- - ----------- - ------------ 1 ----------- - ------------ 700 200 
HawaiL -------~------------------ - 2 35 35 ------------ ------------ - ----------- ------------ ----------- - -- ---------- 784 264 
Puerto Rico 3---------------------- ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------
Virgin Islands a ____________________ ------------ ------------ - ---------- - ------------ ----------- - ----------- - ----------- - ----------- - - ----------- ----------- - -----------· 

1 These 3,642 chronic disease beds would cost approximately 48 million and could 
use immediately 24 million in Federal funds. 

a Information not supplied. 
• No applications for funds anticipated for 1955 fiscal year since more liberal Federal 

aid under another law (Public Law 221, 82d Cong.) is available. 2 Projects pertain to 1955 through 1957 fiscal years. State agency did not list 
projects separately according to fiscal years. 6 No new projects. 

I now wish to discuss an analysis of 
existing law. 

ORIGINAL Acr 

The Hospital Survey and Construction 
Act of 1946 authorized Federal grants 
to the States on a matching basis to pay 
part of the cost of constructing public 
and other nonprofit hospitals and related 
health facilities. Such facilities in
clude general, mental, tuberculosis, and 
chronic hospitals and public-health cen
ters. As a prerequisite to receiving such 
grants each State was required to survey 
its needs for these types of facilities, 
and develop and keep current a State 
plan which lists existing hospital and 
related . health. facilities in . the State. 
The State plan and its mandatory an
nual revisions are reviewed and approved 
by the Surgeon General. In essence, the 

plan is a documentation of the State's 
existing hospital and related health re
sources as well as a coordinated pro
gram for the construction of the addi
tional facilities needed. 

SCOPE OF AMENDMENTS 

The 1954 amendments to the Hospital 
Survey and Construction Act authorize 
appropriations for grants to the States 
for surveying need and for developing 
State construction programs to meet the 
need for four classes of projects: Hos
pitals for the chronically ill and im
paired, nursing homes, diagnostic cen
ters or diagnostic and treatment centers; 
and rehabilitation facilities. A limited 
authorization of $2 million is included 
to assist the States in the survey and 
planning phase. The States will survey 
their existing facilities in these classes 

of projects and development programs 
as supplements to their State plans for 
meeting these needs. This survey money 
will be matched, dollar for dollar, by the 
States. The minimum allotment to any 
State for survey and planning purposes 
will be $25,000. 

The 1954 amendments also add to the 
Hospital Survey and Construction Act an 
authorization for appropriations to assist 
in paying part of the cost of constructfon 
of these facilities. Annual appropria
tions totaling $60 million are authorized 
for the construction and equipping of 
facilities by public and other nonprofit 
sponsors. These appropriations are 
authorized for the fiscal years 1955, 1956, 
and 1957, which coincides with the pres
ent statutory time limitation of the Hos
pital Survey and Construction Act. The 



11442 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-· HOUSE · July 22 

authorization of $60 million is in addi
tion to the annual authorization of $150 
million contained in the present law. 

Several of the classes of facilities in
cluded by the 1954 amendments were 
eligible under the existing program, 
among them rehabilitation facilities and 
diagnostic or treatment facilities, where 
part of a hospital, and chronic disease 
hospitals. The purpose of including 
these types of facilities under the new 
and broadened program is to provide 
a greater stimulus for their construction 
by specifically earmarking funds for 
these classes of facilities. The 1954 
amendments also authorize assistance 
for the construction of other classes of 
facilities not previously approvable 
under the hospital survey and construc
tion program, namely, diagnostic cen
ters, diagnostic and treatment facilities 
and rehabilitation facilities when not a 
part of a hospital, and nursing homes. 

ALLOTMENTS TO STATES 

The annual appropriations authorized 
by the 1954 amendments will be allotted 
to the States on the basis of the existing 
statutory formula, the controlling fac
tors of which are the State's population 
and per capita income. Amounts au
thorized annually are as follows: <a> $20 
million for diagnostic centers or diag
nostic and treatment centers; (b) $20 
million for chronic-disease hospitals; 
(c) $10 million for rehabilitation facili
ties; and (d) $10 million for nursing 
homes. The minimum allotment to any 
State is $100,000 for diagnostic or diag
nostic and treatment centers, $100,000 
for chronic-disease facilities, $50,000 for 
rehabilitation facilities and $50,000 for 
nursing homes. The minimum allot
ment under the existing law is a single 
sum of $200,000 to cover the four types 
of hospitals and public health centers 
eligible under that portion of the act. 
Thus the total minimum allotment in
cluding the amounts authorized by the 
1954 amendments is now $500,000 to any 
State. 
PROJECT ELIGmiLITY AND AMOUNT OF FEDERAL 

SHARE 

As under the original law, project ap
plications for construction grants must 
be of high priority, in accordance with 
State plans, and approved by the State 
and Federal agency administering the 
hospital survey and construction pro
gram. The States determine the amount 
of Federal participation for each project 
and several options are available to the 
States in making these determinations. 
Federal matching funds will be a mini
mum of 33% percent of the cost of con
structing anti equipping the project. A 
maximum of 66% percent wia be avail
able to project sponsors in the lower in
come States. 

Projects receiving funds for construc
tion will be subject to the same pro
cedures and conditions as those presently 
pr.esc~ibed. Some examples are the ap
plication of the minimum-wage rate 
determinations under the Davis-Bacon 
Act for the construction of the project 
financial assurances as to the comple~ 
tion and operation of the facility, assur
ances as to rendering a community serv
ice, and assurances as to nondiscrimina-

tion on the grounds of race, creed, or -
color. Omitted however with respect to 
all new classes except chronic-disease 
hospitals, is the existing requirement 
that the State adopt, by legislation, en
forceable standards for maintenance and 
operation. Instead there is required 
only assurance of compliance with such 
standards, if any, as the State may pre
scribe for such types of facilities. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 

The 1954 amendments preserve the 
existing administrative organization and 
procedures. However, supplemental reg
ulations will be issued within 6 months 
by the Surgeon General, subject to the 
approval of both the Federal Hospital 
Council and the S2cretary of the be
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. These will cover the classes of 
projects included by the 1954 amend
ments. No change in the composition 
of the Federal Hospital Council is pro
vided for. However, the approval of the 
Secretary is required in addition to that 
of the Surgeon General on all projects 
for rehabilitation facilities. 

No change in the administrative or
ganization in the States is required by 
the 1954 amendments, except that the 
State agency must include on its advisory 
council a rehabilitation competency or 
else provide for consultation with re
habilitation organizations and agencies 
with respect to rehabilitation facilities. 

In accordance with established pro
cedures sponsors of eligible projects must 
apply to their appropriate State agencies 
for assistance under the program. The 
financing of projects serving interstate 
areas is facilitated by authorizing the 
transfer of a portion of an annual allot
ment from one State to another, where 
justified, for a specific project. 

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. I associate 
myself with the gentleman from Massa
chusetts i:q support of his amendment. 

Mr. HESELTON. I thank the gentle-
man. · 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FoGARTY as an 

amendment to the amendment offered by 
Mr. HESELTON: Strike out on line 2 of the 
Heselton amendment "$35,000,000" and in
sert "$15,700,000"; and on line 4 of the 
amendment strike out "$10,000,000" and in
sert "$5,225,000"; and on line 5 of the amend
ment strike out "$10,000,000" and insert 
"$5,225,000"; and on line 5 strike out "$10,-
000,000" and insert "$5,225,000"; and on line 
6, strike out "$5,000,000" and insert "$2,-
625,000." 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, ever 
since the Hill-Burton bill was enacted 
into law I have been appearing on the 
ftoor of this House in favor of the full 
amount of the authorization of that par
ticular law to build hospital beds in this 
country. When the authorization was 
$75 million I was for the $75 million a 
year; when the authorization was raised 
to $150 million for the construction of 
hospital beds under the Hill-Burton Act 
I was for the $150 million to build hos-
pital beds on account of the lack of beds 
at that time and at the present time. I 
do not think there has been a more con
sistent supporter of the Hill-Burton Act 
or this act that we have before us than 

I. But I do not want to see us appro
priating money today that we have no 
guaranty will be expended in the next 
fisca1 year. 

This $15,700,000 will give a minimum 
allotment. of $300,000 to every State and 
the 5 Territories, including the District 
of Columbia, which adds up to a total 
of $15,700,000. This would allow us .to 
start the program, this would allow every 
State a chance to get some of this aid 
money and a chance to make surveys and 
come up with plans and applications so 
that next year we can look at this in a 
more realistic manner and come before 
the Members of Congress with a more 
definite plan than we have at the present 
time. There is no plan at the present 
time for the spending of this $35 million 
next year; in fact it was testified that in 
all probability it could not be spent in 
the fiscal year 1955 but would run over 
for a 2-year period into 1956. 

I cannot see any sense at all in appro
priating that amount of money when we 
know that it will not be expended; how
ever, as a supporter of the program I 
want it to proceed. 

What has been the history of it? The 
history of the new program when it was 
presented to us was a 3-year program 
of $60 million a year to provide more beds 
for the chronically ill and to provide 
more centers for rehabilitation of the 
elderly people of this country. 

This amendment, Mr. Chairman, will 
allow every State $100,000 for chronic 
facilities, $100,000 for diagnostic and 
treatment centers, $50,000 for nursing 
homes, and $50,000 for rehabilitation 
facilities. Now, with that kind of a · 
start, I am convinced that every state 
will be given a chance to come into the 
program. I agree with everything that 
has been said about the shortage of 
these facilities. There is no question 
about the shortage existing at the pres
ent time, but I do not want to see this 
program get off to a bad start. The 
President requested a program of $180 
million for a 3-year period or $60 million 
a year. 

Now, this year-and I think we should 
remember this and keep this in mind
they recommended a cut of $25 million in 
the Hill-Burton Act, with the idea that 
$60 million would be appropriated under 
this particular program. And, as the 
hour was getting late in this session of 
the Congress, they came before us with 
a supplemental of $25 million for Hill
Burton, and we finally ended up and 
passed that a few weeks ago, giving the 
full $75 million for the construction of 
hospital beds, mostly in the general hos
pital-bed category, which was the full 
amount that we have been giving in 
other years and $10 million more than 
we gave last year. Now, I am afraid 
that this is the beginning of the end of 
the old Hill-Burton Act; that this type 
of legislation is the type of legislation 
that will eventually replace the Hill
Burton construction funds. 

The CHArn.MAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Rhode Island has ex
pired. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed 'for 2 
additional minutes. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Rhode Island? -- · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FOGARTY. And, I do not want 

to see that happen, either, because in the 
14 years that I have been a Member of 
this body, I have never seen a Govern
ment program work as well as the Hill
Burton Act. I do not believe any pro
gram in all of the communities in the 
States of this country has received more 
universal approval than the Hill-Burton 
Act, and I want to see this program go 
along, too, because I believe this is a gbod 
program. It will provide beds, as my 
friend from Massachusetts stated a short 
while ago, to the chronically ill. It will 
take men and women with chronic dis
eases out of hospitals at the present time 
and make room for those who are on the 
waiting list. But, I do not want to see 
this program get o1I on the wrong foot. 
We have had 1 or 2 or 3 bad examples 
under the Hill-Burton Act, but I must 
say that the percentage of bad examples 
under the Hill-Burton Act was infinites
imal as far as the amount of money that 
we have appropriated. I think some $600 
million has been expended so far under 
the Hill-Burton Act, and we have only 
had 2 or 3 or 4 small projects that · did 
not turn out right. I think that is a. 
wonderful example of a good program, 
and that is why I am not for the $35 
million that has been o1Iered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, but I am 
o1Iering this as a substjtute' of $1~.7 ~il
lion. I believe that this can be expand
ed, that the communities on the local 
level will meet this $15.7 million which 
will be expanded next year and we will 
get o1I to a good start on a good program. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman ' yield? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota. , 

Mr. JUDD. The gentleman answered 
my question. I wanted to be sure what 
the total of the various figures in his 
amendment was. · I understand it is 
$15.7 million. 

Mr. FOGARTY. The total is $15.7 
million, which makes a minimum of 
$300,000 for every State, including 4 or 
5 Territories ·and the District of Colum
bia with the exception of the Virgin 
Isl~nds, which only receives under this 
amendment less than $100,000. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto be limited to 2 speeches for the 
amendment and 2 against, . each_ of 5 
minutes. 

The CHAmMAN. Is there obj~ction 
to the request of the gentleman froin 
New York? 

There was no objecti9n. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair wishes 

to say that there have been only three 
requests to speak under the motion of 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
TABER] to limit debate on this amend
ment. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, in that 
event, I ask unanimous consent that all 
debate on this amendment and all 
amendments thereto close in 15 min~· 

Utes, the time to be divided equally 
among three speakers. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of· the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONAS of lllinois. Mr. Chair

man, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAmMAN. The gentleman 

will state it. 
Mr. JONAS of Illinois. To which 

amendment is this agreement on limita
tion of debate to be applied, the amend
ment of the gentleman from Massaehu- . 
setts [Mr. HESELTON] or the amend
ment of the gentleman from Rhode 
Island [Mr. FOGARTY]? 

Mr. TABER. If I may answer the 
gentleman, it applies to both· amend-
ments. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. PRIEST]. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, it had 
been my intention to support the amend
ment o1Iered by the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. HESELTON] for the 
full $35 million for this program. The 
gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr. 
FOGARTY] has o1Iered a substitute in the 
amount of $15,700,000 which will guar
antee to each State and Territory a 
minimum of $300,000. 
· The gentleman from Rhode Island 
[Mr. FoGARTY] is a member of the Ap
propriations Subcommittee handling this 
appropriation, and I believe he has made 
a very fair statement of the situation 
faCing the Committee of the Whole at 
this time. I rise at this time to support 
the Fogarty substitute for the reasons 
which he so ably and logically presented 
to the Committee a few minutes ago. 

I am very much interested in this pro
gram. It happened to be the first im
portant bill reported by our committee 
during this session. We brought the 
authorizing legislation before the House· 
early in the session. It passed some 
time ago, but without an appropriation 
all of that e1Iort goes for naught. I was 
prepared to support the full amount of 
$35 million · for this purpose, but I be
lieve the gentleman from Rhode Island 
[Mr. FoGARTY] has given sound justifica
tion for his substitute of $15,700,000. If 
the committee will approve the substi
tute amendment, I believe it will enable 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, cooperating with the States, 
to develop plans and to put the program 
on a sound footing in the very beginning. 

It is a program in which I have been 
greatly interested, as all of the Members 
know, from the very inception of the 
original Hill-Burton Hospital Survey and 
Construction Act. I do not want to see 
anything done in that program that · 
would in any sense retard it in the future. 
Therefore, instead . of supporting the 
Heselton amendment, which I had in
tended to do, I am supporting the 
Fogarty amendment. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. Will the gentleman tell 
us--or perhaps the gentleman from 
Rhode Island [Mr. FOGARTY] can-why 
the administration asked for $35 million 

if it did not yet have its program worked 
out under which it would use it? ·Would 
somebody explain that? 

Mr. PRIEST. I should prefer to have 
the gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr. 
FoGARTY] answer that question, because 
he heard all of the testimony from the 
Department. I yield to him _ for that 
purpose. 

Mr. FOGARTY. I think the most 
logical reason is that this legislation 
was asked for the first part of the year. 
The President signed this bill only a 
couple of weeks ago, on July 12, in fact 
less than a couple of weeks ago. Here 
we are already into the fiscal year and 
there have been no plans, no surveys 
in · the various States that have been 
made. We do not have the applications 
for these funds at the present time. It 
is going to take about 6 months to get 
going, to find out what is needed, and 
then we will be into the next fiscal year. 

Mr. JUDD. This request for $35 mil
lion came down when they were expect
ing the authorizing legislation to be
come law, early in the year? 

Mr. FOGARTY. That is correct. 
Mr. PRIEST. That is my judgment. 

It was a part of a broader program; and 
if it had been enacted into law earlier, 
I think a $35 million appropriation 
would have been fully justified. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield. 
Mr. HESELTON. It is my under

standing that the amount involved in my 
amendment would remain available for 
2 years, the reason being that many of 
these facilities cannot be constructed in 
a 1-year period . . Some are over a pe
riod of 24 months. 

In addition, the tabulation I had there 
shows there are approved projects in the 
amount of $48 million. I agree with the 
gentleman from Rhode Island and with 
the gentleman from Tennessee. I do 
not want to do anything to hurt this 
program. But I cannot see why we cut 
it if we already have approved by the 
State agencies programs to that extent. 

Mr. PRIEST. I did not have those 
figures available insofar as the State 
plans are concerned. I do know that 
in many of the States there are approv
able projects now being considered, but 
insofar as their having been made a part 
of a State plan and approved as ready 
for action, I think that will not be the 
case until some time in the future. 

I hope the House will support the 
Fogarty amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from lllinois [Mr. 
BusBEYl. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, let me 
state at the outset that I am for this 
program 100 percent, so that my remarks, 
I assure you, will not be directed at try
ing to scuttle the program, to delay it, 
or to hinder its operation in any way. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. HESELTON] admitted that the Sub
committee on Appropriations used good. 
judgment-and I give full credit to the 
men who heard the testimony, because 
I was· absent in Europe with the Kersten 
committee at the time-in allowing the 
full amount requested for surveying and 
planning, .and in holding in. abeyance 
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the actual appropriations for construc
tion. The Heselton amendment pr,o
poses that the funds should remain avail- . 
able until expended. I call your atten
t ion to the language of the bill on page 
9. If they are far enough along with · 
their planning and surveying, and if they 
know what they are doing, the language . 
ins the bill should be sufficient, because. 
it states: "Provided, That such funds 
shall not be available after June 30, 
1956." That gives them 2 years to spend 
the money for surveys and planning. 

I do not believe they are ready for 
the construction money. I read from 
the statement of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. HESELTON] where he 
said: 

This statement completely overlooks the 
fact that at no time in the program are 
construction-grant funds approved for ex
penditure without a comprehensive survey 
by the State and approval by the Surgeon 
General of the State plans required under 
the survey and planning phase. 

I spent quite a number of weeks and 
months last year surveying hospitals, 
among other things, in this country, and 
let me tell you this one thing: One hos
pita1 I surveyed was down at Denmar, 
W. Va., where we had provided a con
siderable amount of money to build a 
wing on a tuberculosis hospital. That 
wing had been completed over 3 years. 
The equipment is still unpacked to this 
day because of a delay in surveying and 
planning by the State of West Virginia, 
and because they had these Hill-Burton 
funds allocated to them before they were 
ready for them. It will take a full year 
to survey and plan this situation. It is 
an entirely new field. Many of the hos
pitals will not be ready for construction 
for at least 12 months from today. If 
they are to do a comprehensive job and 
really to know what they are talking 
about, instead of just spending money 
because it is available for these different 
chronic-disease hospitals without prop
er consideration, you will defer appro
priating money for construction until 
the survey and planning have been com
pleted. The gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. HESELTON] also referred to the 
number of applications for beds for 
these chronic-disease hospitals. I have 
examined the tabulation, and I find that 
only 16 States out of the 48 States and 
the Territories have said, "Here we have 
some projects we would like to start 
building." There is no one .in this 
Chamber that can prove they have made 
an adequate survey and completed ade- · 
quate plans for these so-called chronic
disease hospitals. I think this chronic- · 
disease hospital program is one of the 
most forward steps we have taken in 
hospital construction, in many, many 
years. Let us not be too hasty and do 
it without proper consideration, and 
then have regrets later; as we have in 
so many other instances where the ap
propriation has been pushed through on 
the :floor of the House without proper 
consideration and by emotional appeals 
which have nothing whatsoever to do 
with the facts. The gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. DoLLIVER] said it is high time 
that we look after our own people, and 
that we will have a foreign-aid appro- : 
priation bill before us within a few · 

days. _ I agree -with ·him that we should · leader in which he referred to fiscal res
look after our own people. But by vot- . ponsibility. That fiscal responsibility 
ing these amendments down, you will lies right in this Chamber. That is not 
not hurt the people at all. You will help · something that we can blame upon the 
the people to get the adequate and prop- - President, upon the other body, upon 
er treatment and care to which they are anybody else; that fiscal responsibility is 
entitled. ours. Whether we appropriate $17 mil-

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog- . lion, or $35 million, or $15.7 million, 
nizes the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. when the people cannot even tell you 
BUDGE]. · how they are going to spend it and say 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, I should they need $2 million in order to find out 
like to say at the outset that it is cer- how to spend it, I say that we do not 
tainly not the intention of the Commit- meet our obligation of living up to what 
tee on Appropriations to attempt to de- we in this Chamber must meet, fiscal 
lay or to destroy this program. This is responsibility. 
the situation which confronted us, and I think the course taken by the Ap
! think our action was logical in view of· propriations Committee was the only 
the facts which were presented to us. proper thing which we could have done, 
This is a double barreled request. In and the only thing which in fairness to 
the first place, the Department seeks $2 - the program should be done at this time. 
million to conduct a survey in all of the Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
States and Territories and the District man, will the gentleman yield? 
of Columbia to determine what facili- Mr. BUDGE. I yield to the gentleman 
ties will be necessary. Now the other from Illinois. 
barrel says that in this fiscal year the Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Will the gen-. 
Department wants $35 million to spend tleman tell us how he stands on the 
This is what they said about the way program with reference to either one of 
they were going to spend it. This is these amendments, or whether he is 
Dr. Cronin speaking, the man who ad- against the program in its entirety? 
minist ers this program in the Public Mr. BUDGE. I would say I am com
Health Service, and so far as I am aware, pletely in sympathy with the $2 million 
qualified to administer it. appropriation to conduct the surveys 

Dr. CaoNIN. We have a fairly good idea in 
two areas of what the States can cover. It 
needs to be -sharpened up. One area. is 
chronic disease. The States have put 85 
percent of the funds in general hospitals. 
The other area we have a fairly good idea 
is diagnostic or treatment centers, which 
will be built as authorized under this act. 
In the areas of nursing homes and r~habili
tation facilities, we just do not know. We 
would not even attempt to guess in those 
two areas. 

Now I ask you in all fairness what 
other course could the Committee on 
Appropriations take.on the basis of that 
testimony, but to say, "All right, we will 
give you the full $2 million which you 
requested to prepare your plans to spend 
in the final analysis over $100 million 
of Federal money, but we want you to 
complete the planning and then come 
in and we will give you the money for 
the construction." That is certainly a 
reasonable approach, and the only thing 
which the Committee on Appropriations 
could have done on the basis of the tes
timony which was given to us. 

As a matter of fact, they do not even 
claim that they can even guess how 
much of this money can be obligated. 
I call your attention to one other thing 
which I think is very important. The 
original request for funds in the Hill
Burton Act was $50 million. The Com
mittee on Appropriations approved it in 
its entirety. We got a supplemental for 
an additional $25 million. We approved , 
that in its entirety for the total program . 
for this year for $75 million. On top 
of that, there is a carryover from last 
year's funds as of the first of July of 
$15 million, which the Department was 
unable to obligate in the fiscal year 1954. · 

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. BUDGE. In just a moment. 
On yesterday we had a very splendid. 

speech from the distinguished majority 

they say are necessary. 
· I would say that the substitute amend
ment is twice as good as the original 
amendment, in my judgment, although 
both should be defeated because funds 
should not be spent until the survey and 
planning is completed; otherwise we will 
have abuses which may well destroy the 
entire program. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this :;JOint in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no cbject~on. 
Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Cha"irman, I rise 

in personal support, and to urge the sup
port of all of you, of this amendment 
for a supplemental Federal appropria
tion to enable States to plan for and 
build diagnostic centers, hospitals for 
the chronically ill, medical rehabilitation 
facilities, and nursing homes because tes
timony from eminent and authoritative 
sources is convincing of their vital need. 

Surely there is no better or more last-· 
ing investment than money spent to pro
tect the health of our people. On the 
practical side, the productive loss to our· 
economy caused by the protracted m-· 
ness of individuals is staggering, not to 
mention the damage to the happiness and 
the spirit of so many citizens who un
questionably could be expeditiously re
turned to normal health if adequate 
medical facilities were available. 

No one will question that the substan
tive Hill-Burton Act has been of continu
ing and immeasurable benefit to our na
tional welfare, but it is as readily ad
mitted· fundamental deficiencies still 
exist. 

While we know that approximately 70 
percent of the need for· general hospital 
beds has been met through construction 
undertaken with and without . Federal 
assistance, the need has not beEm simi
larly met for other types of facilities such' 
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as chronic dtsea5e hospitalS a.nd·rehabm• 
tation facilities for the physically handi
capped. Nor docs the existing program 
encourage the construction of diagnostic 
centers and rehabilitation facilities sep
arate and apart from hospitals, and 
nursing homes were not included. 

Expert committee testimony of record 
demonstrates that a great demand for 
chronic disease and nursing home facili
ties has. inevitably arisen because of the 
tremendous increase in the population 
aged 65 and over. Unfortunately, this 
increase in the number of aged persons 
has likewise contributed to the incidence 
of the chronic and degenerative diseases. 
To date, only 12 percent of the need for 
chronic disease beds throughout the Na
tion has been met. By simple logical 
thinking, we are made to realize that 
nursing homes are essential to the devel
opment of comprehensive medical plans 
for the care of our aging population. It 
is obvious that the availability of addi
tional chronic disease beds and nursing 
home beds will not only help meet the 
urgent need for those beds, but also tend 
to make more readily available, for acute 
patient care, those beds in general hospi
tals now occupied by the chronically ill 
or long-term patients. 

The value of diagnostic centers is very 
easily appreciated by sensible reflection 
that their impact will be that of empha
sizing the preventive aspects of modern 
medicine, therefore bringing about aii 
ultimate decrease in the need for ex
pensive inpatient care. Furthermore, 
there are, of course, communities, par
ticularly in rural and remote areas, that 
are financially unable to plan, build, o:r 
maintain general hospitals. These com
munities will be eligible to construct 
diagnostic-in-treatment centers to make 
essential health services more readily 
available to their people. 

From the preponderant evidence pre
sented, none of us can have any doubt 
that we must adopt a comprehensive ap
proach to the rehabilitation of our 
handicapped citizens and erect facilities 
for such purpose throughout the coun
try. The United States is currently re
habilitating about 65,000 people each 
year, but there are about 250,000 capable 
of being rehabilitated. It has been testi
fied by responsible o:m.cials and experts, 
year after year, that for every dollar of 
Federal funds appropriated for this pur
pose, the Federal Government receives 
$10 back; that is certainly and positively 
excellent economy. There is, then, no 
qualified reason in the world why we 
should not expand this program that 
actually is materially profitable as well 
as being a concrete demonstration of 
the Christian character of our Nation. 

Medical experts tell us the cause and 
cure of such dreadful a:m.ictions among 
others as cancer, multiple sclerosis, mus
cular dystrophy, cerebral palsy, arthritis, 
rheumatism, heart disease, and even 
blindness can be eventually found. With 
adequate facilities for cQntinuing study 
and research they are confident of sue~ 
cess. It is my own heartfelt conviction · 
that Federal expenditures, for continu~ 
ing medical research and health protec
tion, pay for themselves a million times 
over-in the reduction of human suffer
ing and in direct economic returns to 
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l'ndividuals and -the Nation· as a whole: 
Even at a time when I well realize we 
must examine all Federal appropriations 
with critical scrutiny, I do not hesitate 
to ask you, in Christian charity and 
practical wisdom, to unanimously ap
prove this amendment as a sound con
tribution to the national welfare. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment to the amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion (demanded by Mr. FOGARTY) there 
were-ayes 80, noes 41. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question re
curs on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
HESELTON] as amended. 

The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Ai:nendment offered by Mr. BUDGE: Page 9, 

lines 5 through 7, strike out "For payments 
to States for surveys and planning activities 
pursuant to title 6 of the Public Health Act, 
as amended, $2,000,000." 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, I think 
this amendment is obvious. The House 
in its wisdom has seen fit to expend a 
portion of the construction funds called 
for. in the original proposal. If we are to 
proceed with the construction program, 
which we, of. c-ourse, will do under the 
action which the House just took, I see 
no justification for leaving the $2 million 
in to conduct a survey to determine how 
the construction funds are to be spent. 
I hope the amendJ;Dent will be adopted to 
save this $2 million to conduct a survey 
which obviously is not necessary if we go 
ahead and spend the money before we 
complete the survey. 

Mr. FOGARTY. - Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Idaho. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot believe that 
the gentleman from Idaho is sincere in 
offering this amendment to cut $2 mil
lion off. This $2 million that we allowed 
in committee was for planning and sur
veying, in other words, to make plans 
for this program. I am sure that the 
gentleman is not serious in offering this 
amendment because if the program is 
going to be run right you would have to 
have minimum standards in every com
munity. You cannot allow firetraps to. 
be built in this community or that com
munity and have the program stand up. 

If we come back here next year and 
are called upon to appropriate, as is au
thorized, $60 million for this new pro
gram next year, I think we ought to have 
the benefit of these surveys and the ben
efit of the plans in the States that have 
made them between now and the next 
fiscal year. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield to the gentle
man from Idaho. 
. Mr. BUDGE. May I assure the gentle
man that my amendment is offered in all 
sincerity. I do not feel that the survey 
should be conducted at the same time we 
are spending the money for the purpose 
for which the survey is being conducted. 
I am very sincere. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Maybe the gentleman 
is sincere, but he knows, I think, that the 
States can already-go ahead without sur
veys on some things, like chronic hospi
tal beds. We know there is a backlog of 
$20 million for chronic hospital beds 
that can be met by Federal appropria
tion. Unless we have this money for 
surveying and planning you will not have 
a well-regulated program to vote on. 
You are going to have to get plans for 
next year when we come back, when the 

·administration will probably make a re
quest of the Budget Bureau for $60 mil
lion for this new program in 1956. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. ROONEY. Is it not the fact that 
deletion of this $2 million for planning 
and survey activities, as proposed by the 
gentleman from Idaho, would do more 
harm to this hospital-construction pro
gram than failure to adopt the previous 
amendment? 

Mr. FOGARTY. Certainly. 
·The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Idaho [Mr. BUDGE]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FOGARTY: 

Page 9, line 9, after "$2,625,000", insert 
"Salaries and expenses hospital construc
tion servic~s. For. an additional amount for 
salaries and expenses hospital construction 
services, $200,000." 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. · 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, the 
language in the bill has already been 
changed by an amendment and the 
gentleman's amendment is not in order 
at this time. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thought this was regular procedure. I 
am offering it at the end of the amend
ment that was adopted to provide money 
!or the salaries and expenses of this 
program. · · 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair may 
say to the gentleman that this amend
ment should have been offered to the 
Heselton amendment; however, if the 
gentleman desires to offer it as a sepa
rate paragraph, the gentleman may do 
so. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I . 
offer it as a new paragraph. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
On page 9, preceding line 9, after "$2,-

625,000", insert "Salaries and expenses hos
pital construction services. For an addi
tional amount for salaries and expenses hos
pital cons~ruction services, $200,000."'' 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. 'fhe gentleman will 
state it. 
· Mr. BUDGE. As I understood the 
Heselton amendment at the time it wa8 
read at the desk, it included an item of 
$400,000 for salaries and expenses. Now, 
would the effect of adopting the Fogarty 
amendment at this point be "to reduce 
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the $400,000 to $200,000, or is this adding 
new money to the bill? 
. The CHAffiMAN. The Heselton 
amendment provided for $400,000, and 
this is an additional amount. The Chair 
believes the gentleman has a right to 
o1Ier it. 

Mr. BUDGE. I do not quite under
stand the Chair's ruling. 

The CHAmMAN. The Heselton 
amendment provides for $400,000, anQ. 
this amendment provides for $200,000. 
The new amendment provides for $200,-
000 additional. 

Mr. BUDGE. Is it in lieu of the 
$400,000 or is it in addition to it? 

The CHAIRMAN. It is in addition to. 
This is a new paragraph. 
. Mr. TABER. That means that the 
total sum would be $600,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is for the 
committee to determine, not for the 
Chair. But, the Chair would state that 
if the amendment is adopted, it would be 
$600,000. It is a new paragraph for 
$200,000 additional. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, is 
this not the situation? The gentleman 
from Rhode Island has o1Iered an 
amendment which has been adopted. 
Now he is o1Iering another amendment 
in order to carry out the provisions of 
that amendment by making the money 
available to carry it out. That, to me, 
seems to be the situation. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, a 
further parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. FOGARTY. It was my under
standing that my amendment o1Iered to 
the Heselton amendment did not carry 
any provision for salaries and expenses. 
I thought that, when the Heselton 
amendment was adopted with my 
amendment, there was no provision for 
salaries and expenses. Is that not right? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Heselton 
amendment as amended carried $400,-
000. Now this is a new paragraph which 
provides for $200,000 as stated in the 
amendment. 

Mr. FOGARTY. In addition? 
The CHAffiMAN. Additionally. 
Mr. TABER. · In addition to the 

$400,000. 
Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may with
draw my amendment and o1Ier an 
amendment to cut the $400,000 to 
$200,000. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Rhode Island? 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, I make the 
further parliamentary inquiry as to what 
the net result of the request would be 
moneywise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Rhode Island will have to explain 
that. 

Is there objection t.o the request of the 
gentleman from Rhode Island? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk .will re

port the amendment as modified. 
The Clerk read as follow: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FoGARTY to the 

amev.dment o1fered by Mr. HEsELTON: Under 
the item "Salaries and expenses, hospital 

construction services," strike out " $400,000" 
and insert "$200,000." 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not believe this needs much explanation. 
The original request for salaries and ex
penses was $400,000, with an appropri
ation of $35 million. We have already, 
by action of this committee, appropri
ated $15,700,000. I think that 50 per
cent of the amount that was originally 
requested or $200,000 will be all that 
will be needed to run this ·program un-· 
der an appropriation of $15,700,000. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield. 
Mr. BUDGE. I merely want to say 

that the provision certainly seems to be 
equitable, so far as the members of the 
committee on this side are concerned, 
we are happy to accept it. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for one question? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield. 
Mr. PRIEST. This has not been clear 

to me but I am sure it .can be made clear. 
Was the $400,000 that was suggested in 
addition to the $35 mUlion in the Hesel
ton amendment? 

Mr. FOGARTY. Yes. 
Mr. PRIEST. It was not included in 

the $35 million? 
Mr. FOGARTY. No. 
Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FOGARTY. I yield. 
Mr. HESELTON. I .feel that the gen

tleman is proceeding absolutely in the 
proper way. However, there was in
cluded in my amendment a provision for 
transfers in the amount of $48,000 ·and 
$5,500. I withdrew that upon a point 
of order. Does the gentleman's amend
ment provide for any transfer authority? 

Mr. FOGARTY. No transfer author
~ty, just $200,000 for salaries and ex
penses. 

Mr. HESELTON. The gentleman does 
not think the transfers are necessary? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I think it can be 
worked out all right; or it may be that 
it can be worked out in the other body. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield. 
Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

regret · exceedingly that an engagement 
before the Committee on Rules prevented 
me, as chairman of the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, from 
being present during this entire debate. 
I wish at this time to present my views 
with respect to the necessity and the pro
priety of increasing the amount th,at has 
been allotted to this important work by 
the Committee on Appropriations. In 
my opinion, that committee has totally 
ignored the great need that exists in this 
country of ours for the particular facili
ties for which the Appropriations Com
mittee has made such drastic cuts . . Ade
quate appropriations for those facilities 
were approved by the President and by 
the budget. The House just recently, by 
a unanimous vote, provided the author
ity to make the appropriations requested 
by the President and the Budget Bureau. 
It seems to me there has been a total 
disregard of the actual needs of the case 
by the Appropriations Committee. I am 
glad that there has been some increase 

made but I wish a greater step forward 
had been taken. 
. While I appreciate the interest that 
has been taken by the gentleman from 
Rhode Island [Mr. FoGARTY] with refer
ence to an increase in the appropriation 
appearing in this bill for the construc
tion of chronic-disease hospitals, nurs
ing homes, diagnostic and treatment 
centers, and rehabilitation facilities , yet 
I must speak frankly and say that the 
increase advocated by the gentleman 
was, in my opinion, far too little. It 
does not begin to be adequate. If we can 
spend billions to rehabilitate Europe and 
other parts of the world, why should we 
pinch our pennies when it comes to do
ing something for our own people? 
Within a few days we will be asked by 
this same Appropriations Committee to 
spend $3 or $3 % billion for foreign aid, 
and yet the same committee endeavors 
to cut down help for the sick and handi
capped in our own country. I can see 
no justification for such a course. 

The Committee on Interstate and For
eign Commerce, as I have already said, 
made a study of this whole subject that 
covered months. Our hearings devel
oped the fact that a great need exists. 
It was because of this that the commit
tee reported the legislation. It was be
cause of this that this House unanimous
ly passed the bill. The Senate did like
wise. The President signed the bill. It 
thus became law. And now, when it 
comes time to make it e1Iective, the Ap
propriations Committee tries to stop it 
by refusing funds to carry out these 
laudable objectives. Certainly our coun
try has not become so poor that it can
not adequately take care of our sick and 
handicapped by making the necessary 
appropriation of funds to carry out the 
desire and intent of Congress. 

On January 18, 1954, the President 
submitted to the Congress a message 
containing certain recommendations to 
improve the health of the American 
people. Among his recommendations 
was one proposing that that program be 
expanded to include additional assistance 
for the construction of public and other 
nonprofit · hospitals for the care of the 
chronically ill, as well as to include as
sistance in the construction of public and 
other nonprofit nursing homes, rehabil
itation facilities, and diagnostic or treat
ment centers. He also recommended 
grants to the States for surveying their 
need for such facilities, in order to pro
vide a sound basis for Federal assistance 
authorized by the expanded program. 
The Appropriations Committee responds 
only to the latter. I am glad that the 
House has already shown a willingness 
to do more than that by providing at 
least approximately $15 million. 

Current State plans indicate that at 
the present time about 70 percent of our 
national need for general hospital beds 
has been met both through construction 
under the Hill-Burton Act and through 
construction undertaken without the as
sistance of Federal funds. 

However, in the case of certain other 
types of facilities now authorized under 
title VI, namely, ch:ronic-disease hospi
tals, out-patient departments in hos
pitals, for diagnosis and treatment of 
ambulatory patients, and rehabilitation 
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facilities for the physically handicapped; 
the need has not been similarly met. 
CHRONIC DISEASE BEDS AND NURSING HOMES 

Beds for the . chronically ill may be 
made available either in chronic-disease 
hospitals or in nursing homes depending 
on the degree of medical and nursing care 
required by the patients. To date, only 
12 percent of the national need has been 
met for beds in chronic-disease hospi
tals. Information as to the extent of the 
need for nursing home facilities in each 
area and community in the country has 
also been shown. 

The availability of additional chronic
disease beds and of nursing-home beds 
would not only help to meet the great 
need for these beds on the part of the 
chronically ill, but would also tend to 
make more readily available, for acute
patient care, beds in general hospitals 
now occupied by chronically ill or long
term patients. It is important to note 
that beds in chronic-disease hospitals 
and in nursing homes are less expensive 
to build than general-hospital beds. 
Thus, with such Federal funds as will be 
available, more chronic-disease and 
nursing-home beds can be constructed 
for every dollar expended than is the 
case with general hospital beds. 

Furthermore, the cost of maintenance 
and operation of chronic-disease hos
pitals and :r;mrsing homes is considerably 
lower than the cost of maintaining and 
operating general hospitals. Testimony 
before our committee indicated · that 
long-term-patient' care in chronic-dis
ease hospitals averages $6.63 per patient
day as compared with the average 
operating cost of $18.35 per patient-day 
in short-term general hospitals. This 
lower cost of operation and maintenance 
would reduce considerably the financial 
burden borne by chronically ill patients 
and by States and local governments and 
nonprofit organizations in the operation 
and maintenance of facilities for long
term patient care. 

The great demand for facilities for the 
chronically ill has been brought about 
by the tremendous increase in the old
age group of our population in relation 
to the rest of the population. The na
tional population has doubled from 1900 
to 1950. During the same period, how
ever, there has been a fourfold increase 
in the number of people aged 65 years or 
over-from 3 million to 12 million per
sons. This increased number of aged 
persons has contributed to the incidence 
of chronic disease, such as cancer and 
heart disease. Testimony before your 
committee brought out the fact that 
those 65 years of age. and over require 
twice as much hospital care on the aver
age each year as do persons under 65 
years of age. 

FACILITIES FOR AMBULATORY PATIENTS 

Diagnostic and treatment clinics are 
essential to a complete medical service 
in the community. By emphasizing the 
preventive aspects of modern medicine, 
this type of facility helps to decrease the 
need for the much more expensive in
patient hospital bed care. 

There are communities, moreover, 
which presently do ·not h~ve hospitals 

and where the likelihood of hospitals 
being constructed is remote because the 
communities in question are financially 
un~ble to build and maintain hospitals. 
It lS expected that in those communities 
the construction of diagnostic or treat
ment centers will make more readily 
available health services that otherwise 
would be available only in urban centers 
far removed from such communities. 

REHABILITATION FACILITIES 

Rehabilitation of disabled individuals 
is important not only because of humani
tarian considerations but also because of 
the resulting economic benefits. Reha
bilitation of an individual to the point 
where he can at least care for himself 
is an important step in relieving the 
economic burden on families and the 
patient load in hospitals and nursing 
homes. Rehabilitation for employment 
has a direct effect in reducing govern
mental relief expenditures in those in
stances where disabled persons have been 
carried on the public assistance rolls. 
Furthermore, disabled persons returning 
to work contribute to the support of 
Federal, State, and local government by 
payment of taxes. 

The committee study shows that addi
tional rehabilitation facilities are needed 
for the following reasons: First, services 
provided in a rehabilitation facility are 
in many respects an extension of the 
treatment and services provided in a hos
pital. Second, it is both logical and eco
nomical to utilize the established admin
istrative machinery and experience of 
the Public Health Service and of the 
State agencies now administering the 
facilities. Third, rehabilitation facili
ties have many construction features, 
and render some services comparable to 
those of hospitals and related health 
facilities. ·Fourth, the construction of 
additional rehabilitation facilities is a 
factor which will tend to reduce the de
mand for hospital and nursing-home 
beds. 

SURVEY AND PLANNING 

Following the precedent of title VI of 
the Public Health Service Act as orig
inally enacted, the bill authorized an ap
propriation for grants to assist the States 
in surveying the existing facilities in the 
categories covered by the bill and in 
developing revised State plans and 
construction programs. The aggregate 
amount so authorized to be appropriated 
is $2 million, and any amount appro
priated would remain available until 
expended. Th8 amounts appropriated 
would be allotted among the States on 
a population basis, but the minimum 
allotment for any State would be $25,000. 
The State would be required to match 
these funds on a dollar-for-dollar basis. 

The importance of this survey and 
planning provision cannot be too strongly 
emphasized. The surveys made under 
the present law have contributed greatly 
to the success of the program. 

I am strongly of the opinion that there 
should be adequate funds provided for 
the purposes I have outlined. 

Mr. FOGARTY .. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to say this to my good friend from 
New Jersey [Mr. WOLVERTON], that the 
Committee on Appropriations was not 

totally to blame for this. If the gentle· 
man will take the time to read the hear
ings, to read the testimony presented to 
us in justification of the $35 million re
quest, I believe he would hesitate to ap
prove that request. · 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I would say to 
the gentleman that I have felt that if 
thP. Committee on Appropriations would 
take the time to read the testimony be
fore our committee, taken over a period 
of months, that that committee would 
have come to a different conclusion. 

Mr. FOGARTY. The Committee on 
Appropriations was the last committee 
before which this group appeared. It is 
the same group that appeared before the 
gentleman's committee. We had the 
most up-to-date information, the last 
minute information that was available. 
I think the record speaks for itself. 

Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield. 
Mr: GARY. As I understand it, the 

questiOn that was before the Committee 
on Appropriations was not the advisa
bility of appropriating that amount for 
the program, but the advisability of ap
propriating it at this time? 

Mr. FOGARTY. That is correct. 
The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Rhode Island [Mr. FoGARTY] 
as modified. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
participating in the debate today have 
per mission to revise and extend their re
marks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FRIEDEL: On 

page 9, after line 8, insert: 

"Social Security Administrti.tion, Bureau of 
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance 

"None of the funds available to the Bu
reau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance 
shall be used to pay any costs, direct or 
indirect, of moving any group of employees 
of the Bureau from Baltimore, Md., to Wash
ington, D. C." 

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Chairman, the 
Social Security Administration and its 
various agencies is located throughout 
the city of Baltimore in many office build
ings. For the purpose of efficiency and 
economy, the Congress appropriated 
$25,370,000 to construct a building to 
bring all the branches of the Social 
Security Administration in and around 
Baltimore under one roof. The em
ployees of the Administration number 
about 5,200. During consideration of 
this authorization, it was brought out in 
the Appropriation Committee hearings 
that the building had ample space for 
6,000 employees. 

An official departmental memorandum, 
dated August 11, 1953, informed the em
ployees that in obtaining the new build.;, 
ing, there would be space for all em· 
ployees of the Bureau in B_altimore. 
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Enclosed is a photostatic copy of this 
memorandum: 

OFFICE MEMORANDUM, UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT 

AUGUST 11, 1953. 
To: All Bureau employees in Baltimore. 
From: Robert M. Ball, Acting Director. 
Subject: Location of the new Bureau Build-

ing. 
On July 31, when President Eisenhower 

signed our 1954 appropriation bill, we passed 
another important milestone toward obtain
ing a new building with space for all 
employees of the Bureau in Baltimore. 
Arrangements had been made for the General 
Services Administration to set about acquir
ing a site immediately after the bill was 
signed. 

On August 6 the first advertisement for 
proposals ·to sell or donate land for the site 
appeared in the Baltimore newspapers. 
They specify that the site shall be in Balti
more or its vicinity. The advertisement will 
continue to be run in the Baltimore news
papers until August 26, when all proposals 
received will be opened in the Baltimore office 
of the General Services Administration. 

We hope that a number of proposals will 
be received in order to permit a wide choice 
in selecting a site. After the proposals are 
opened, the General Services Administration 
will make appraisals and preliminary site 
recommendations, working in conjunction 
with Bureau and Administration staff so that 
a selection recommendation may be made for 
the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. We are going to try to have a site 
finally decided upon by the end of September. 

In situations of this kind, of course, a 
variety of rumors and reports arise respecting 
the favoring or selection of sites. I assure 
you that no choice nor any determinations 
leading to a choice have been made. The 
selection is wide open, as the advertisement 
indicates, and will be made only after all 
proposals have been received. I know that 
the location is of deep interest to all of you. 
I will keep you informed of our progress in 
determining the building location as well as 
of any other important matter relating to the 
new building. 

ROBERT M. BALL. 

I wish you would pay particular at
tention to the fact that the memoran
dum clearly states "all Bureau employ
ees in Baltimore." 

On the basis of this memorandum 
many of the employees bought homes in 
Baltimore and quite a few have large 
mortgages outstanding. 

Nine months later, on May 11, 1954, 
another memorandum .was issued to all 
Bureau employees advising them that 
450 members of headquarters staff of the 
Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors In
surance would be transferred to Wash
mgton. 

Subsequently, in the supplemental 
budget of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare which we are 
considering today, a request was made 
for $130,000 for the purpose of trans
ferring these 450 employees to Wash
ington and funds were to be diverted 
from the OASI trust fund to pay per 
diem to these people. This request was 
refused by the Appropriations Commit
tee. I would like to quote the language 
on page 17 of Report No. 2266, accom-
panying H. R. 9936: · 

The committee expressly denies the re
guested authority to use funds from the 
9ASI trust fund to pay per diem to the 450 
employees proposed to be moved to Wash
ington from Baltimore and seriously ques
tions the advisability of such a move. 

I would also like to submit, at this 
point, a letter I received from the Hon
orable FRED E. BusBEY, chairman, Labor, 
Health, Education, and Welfare Sub
committee on Appropriations, and call 
your particular attention to his state
ment that "the $25,370,000 authorized 
for the construction of a building in 
Baltimore was based on the estimated 
cost, including space for the 450 employ
ees in Question." 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D. C., July 17, 1954. 
Hon. SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL, 

House of Representatives, 
_ Washington, D . C. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: This is in reply to your 
letter of June 21, to which was attached a 
copy of a letter you sent to Senator BRIDGES, 
concerning the proposed transfer of approxi
mately 450 employees of the Bureau of Old
Age and Survivors Insurance from Baltimore 
to washington. 

As you no doubt know, there was no lan
guage in the regular 1955 appropriation bill, 
or the report thereon, concerning this mat
ter. The subject "did arise in coimection 
with supplemental requests recently con
sidered by the House Appropriations Com
mittee. The committee's report, which was 
issued yesterday, covers this subject on page 
17. The first paragraph of that page is di
rectly pertinent, and I believe you would be 
interested in the fact that the $25,370,000, 
authorized in the second paragraph for the 
construction of a building in Baltimore, is 
based on the estimated cost including space 
for the 450 employees in question. 

With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely yours, . 

FRED E. BUSBEY, 
Member of Congress, Chairman, La

bor, Health, Education, and Wel
fare Subcommittee on Appropria
tions. 

My amendment, which reads, "None 
of the funds available to the Bureau of 
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance shall 
be used to pay any costs, direct or in
direct, of moving any group of employees 
of the Bureau from Baltimore, Md., to 
Washington, D. C.," is a very simple 
one. It merely expresses the _intent of 
the Appropriations Committee as indi
cated in the above-mentioned report. 
Further, it will not cost the taxpayers a 
penny, but will, in turn, be a great 
saving. 

I would also like to bring to your at
tention the serious effect such a move 
will have on Baltimore City, already a 
surplus labor area. Our shipbuilding 
and labor industry have been hard hit. 
Over 2,000 employees have been laid off 
in the past year. Before the year is out 
Bal~imore will lose another 2,000 em
ployees as a result of the transfer of 
the Baltimore Signal Depot to Toby
hanna, Pa. 

You can readily see what an additional 
blow it would be to the economy of the 
great city of Baltimore should these 450 
employees be transferred. 

For the reasons which I have outlined, 
I urge you to adopt this amendment. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRIEDEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. As far as 
I am personally concerned, I do not think 
there is any objection on this side of the 
Committee on Appropriations to the 

gentleman's_ amendment. I think it 
would be very foolish to bring more 
such groups back · into this city, over
crowded as it is. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRIEDEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Maryland. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. The new social
security building is in my district. I 
concur in the statement of the gentle
man from Maryland [Mr. FRIEDEL]. It 
seems foolish to put up this huge build
ing, which can amply take care of the 
employees of the Social Security Ad
ministration, and then have them bring 
some of those people over here to Wash
ington, where we are already so crowded. 

Mr. FRIEDEL. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRIEDEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Idaho. 

Mr. BUDGE. The Department sought 
funds to pay per diems for a short period 
for these 450 employees they intended to 
bring from Baltimore to Washington. 
The employees have been in Baltimore 
for some 13 years. The committee has 
recommended the erection of a building 
there for their use, at a cost of some $26 
million. It would seem that the com
mittee thought the proper place for them 
to be working is in Baltimore. We have 
no objection to the gentleman's amend
ment. 

Mr. FRIEDEL. I thank the gentle
man. 
· Mr. ROONEY. Mr" Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRIEDEL. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. ROONEY. On behalf of the gen
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. FoGAR
TY], who is in charge of this phase of 
the bill for the minority side, and all the 
minority members of the committee, let 
me say that the gentleman's amendment 
is agreeable and that we accept it. I 
suggest that there be an immediate vote 
on this amendment. 

Mr. FRIEDEL. I thank the gentle
man very much. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Maryland [Mr. FRIEDEL]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to ask the chair
man of the committee regarding the $3 
million for inpatient care in the Veter
ans' Administration. My understand
ing is that that is the supplemental re
quest of Mr. Higley for money to start 
the hospitals, that he neglected to ask 
for in the other bill. Is that not correct? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. If the gentlewoman 
will yield, if she wishes to say that he 
neglected to ask for it, I probably would 
not take too much exception to the word, 
but the fact of the matter is that the 
Veterans' Administration made a very 
firm and conclusive justification for the 
amount which was given them in the 
regular budget. We gave them the en
tire amount. We made changes in the 
method. of handling the money which 
would be to their advantage. We 
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showed them methods' of saving, which 
they recognized, that would amount to 
say $5 million or more. 

In the interval between the passage 
of the regular bill and the consideration 
of the supplemental bill, it was discov
ered that the Veterans' Administration 
had permitted the number of occupied 
beds to go above the authorization by 
about 2,000 beds. Consequently the sub
committee, recognizing that the situation 
would be very difficult for the Veterans' 
Administration sai~. "Well, you had no 
authorization to do this. We believe 
that you did it perhaps through an error 
or a misunderstanding on your part, 
or"-whatever the word the gentle
woman used was--"miscalc.ulation. We 
will go along with you and give you the 
additional money." Under those cir
cumstances, what the gentlewoman 
chooses to call it is a matter of her own 
choice. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
Perhaps he did not understand or he 
did not realize. Of course, Mr. Higley, 
I think, has been operating under smne 
difficulty because he is new and he has 
had various investigators going about in
vestigating those who have the functions 
of the Veterans' Administration and 
making suggestions as to cuts in person
nel. Mr. Higley, as Administrator of 
Veterans• Affairs, has one of the most 
difficult positions in Government. There 
have been so many investigations of the 
Veterans' Administration, I wonder how 
it can function at all. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. If the gentlewoman 
will permit me, I think the greatest diffi
culty he is working under in this par
ticular is probably the failure of the head 
of the Medical Department to give him 
accurate figures. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
know insofar as Brockton Hospital is 
concerned, since no more money is ap
propriated, they have had to close down 
certain wards. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. No; no; the gentle
woman must use the correct word. The 
VA did not close down anything; they 
just decided they would not open addi
tional beds. The gentlewoman is right 
in the fact that there was no excuse 
for Brockton, because testimony in the 
::;ubcommittee indicates that the beds 
we need are in NP hospitals, and Brock
ton is an NP hospital. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
Yes; but they did plan to have a certain 
number of surgical beds eliminated. 
They closed them down and now they 
wert not allowing them to expand. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. I might 
say that in St. Louis recently we com
pleted a 500-bed hospital there, but 175 
of the beds are not being used because 
of inadequate funds. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. No; no; that is not 
correct. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. That is 
the information that I received from the 
Veterans' Administration. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I beg pardon for tak
ing the gentlewoman's time, but no 
money was asked for them. That is a. 

general medical and surgical hospital. 
No money was asked for those beds. We 
are now told that we have appropriated 
inadequate funds. We did not-that is 
not the case. We appropriated exactly 
the amount that was to have all the beds 
occupied, which could be properly occu
p'ied. Furthermore, we changed the 
formula from the beds activated to the 
beds occupied. Furthermore, we put to
gether hospitals, domiciliaries, and the 
contract beds so that the accounting 
would be easier to handle. Remember 
we are not talking about service-con
nected veterans, we are talking about 
non-service-connected veterans' cases. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. We are 
talking about hospital beds, if I remem
ber what the gentlewoman said. We 
are talking about empty hospital beds. 
I just wonder whether or not there are 
any funds in this bill to enable the Vet
erans' Administration to use those beds. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
The Committee on Veterans' Affairs is 
going to make certain surveys just as 
soon as the Congress adjourns, and we 
may have some further information re
garding the hospitals and secure added 
funds. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. It is ri
diculous to build a hospital and not 
use it. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentle
woman may proceed for 2 additional 
minutes. 

The CHAmMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentlewoman yield? 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 

yield. 
Mr. YATES. May I state, I think the 

chairman of my subcommittee, the gen
tleman from California, will agree with 
me on this that our committee, our ap
propriations subcommittee has given the 
Veterans' Administration all the funds 
it has requested for the care of the vet
erans. But the difficulty seems to be 
with the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I cannot yield further on 
that because I .want the additional time 
myself. It is not always the fault of the 
Bureau of the Budget. Take the case of 
the $8 million recommended by the Vet
erans' Administration and heartily en
dorsed by the Budget Bureau that the 
Senate placed in the independent offices 
bill and which later the conferees cut to 
$3,500,000. The Budget Bureau told me 
emphatically that they believed this Vet
erans' Administratic;m facility could not 
function properly without the full $8 
million. ' 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. May 
I remind the gentleman from California 
that when the additional $8 million 
asked for the additions to the Long 
Beach facility was provided for, I was 
heartily in favor of that. The Senate 
put it in the bill and the House agreed 
to it. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 
· Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
will be glad to yield to the gentleman if 
I have the additional time. 

Mr. ROONEY. I wish to point out 
with regard to the Veterans' Adminis
tration hospital at Fort Hamilton in 
Brooklyn, N.Y., that that facility is only 
four-fifths occupied, that there are about 
200 vacant beds which could be used, 
and should be used, but no funds have 
been provided for them because the 
Veterans' Administration has not asked 
for the money. I thank the distin
guished gentlewoman for yielding for 
this observation. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. A 
survey is being made of the Fort Hamil
ton hospital, may I point out to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time only 
to complete the statement I was trying 
to make before, and that is that our Ap
propriation Subcommittee has granted 
every dollar the Veterans' Administra
tion has asked of us for medical care. 
Much of the difficulty seems to be in the 
Bureau of the Budget, which cuts down 
the requests made by the Veterans' 
Administration. When the VA gets to 
our committee, in complying with the 
rule of the Bureau of the Budget, it can 
request only the amount the Budget Bu
reau allows. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. Does 
the gentleman mean that the Bureau of 
the Budget places its judgment above the 
judgment of the Congress in withholding 
that money; could the gentleman tell 
us that? 

Mr. YATES. Apparently. I, for one, 
would like to see the Bureau of the 
Budget take a more sympathetic ap
proach to this problem than it has taken 
in the past. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. It is not 
the intention of the Department, but 
that is exactly what this body is doing in 
withholding these funds. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Has the gentle
man from illinois any hope that the Bu
reau of the Budget would extend sym
pathetic consideration? 

Mr. YATES. With the passage of 
time there is always hope that those who 
are remorseful will be able to mend their 
ways. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. If the gentleman will 
yield, I have very high regard for the 
gentleman. I think he is attempting to 
cover the subject well, but that he over
looked something, and that is that both 
last year and this year our committee, 
disregarding the request of the Bureau 
of the Budget, asked the Veterans' Ad
ministration to give us a figure for the 
number of beds which they could occupy 
and for the amount of money that the 
Veterans' Administration needed to take 
care of that additional bed capacity. 
Thus, disregarding the Bureau of the 
Budget, we took the actual statement. 
which appears in the hearings, from the 
Veterans' Administration and which 
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they said they needed, and we gave them 
that amount. 
- This $3 ~million to which the gentle

woman from Massachusetts calls atten
tion is in addition to that, and in addi
tion to the money which the Veterans' 
Administration itself said they needed 
when they came before us. 

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is cor
rect; we provided all the money the VA 
requested. However the gentleman will 
recall that when we held hearings on 
the supplemental appropriation bill there 
were two people present from the Bureau 
of the Budget who tried to justify their 
action in cutting down the request made 
for medical care, they said they were try
ing to hold medical care to the minimum. 

As the gentleman will recall, I pressed 
them as to why they proposed to hold 
medical care to the minimum rather than 
give the veterans the same good medical 
care they had been receiving. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am not going to 
make any statement that appears to be 
in controversy of the subcommittee, be
cause I remember well what the gentle
man from California said, and I am not 
forgetful of it. I received indications re
cently from the Veterans' Administration 
Hospital in Brockton, Mass.-probably 
the gentlewoman from Massachusetts 
[Mrs. RoGERS] did also, as well as 
others-that there was a certain part of 
the hospital that could not be used due 
to the lack of help and the failure to 
appropriate.money to hire the help. 

Mr. YATES. As far as I am con
cerned, the VA was completely wrong 
in its handling of the Brockton situation. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
For an additional amount for "Forest 

Roads and Trails," $6,500,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GAVIN: On 

page 9, line 14, after the word "expended", 
insert "$150,000 of which shall be allocated 
to Allegheny National Forest. Pa." 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment does not increase the appro
priation; it merely allocates a certain 
part, $150,000 of the $6,500,000 appro
priation, for forest roads and trails in 
the Allegheny National Forest in 
Pennsylvania. 

I would say that in the Allegheny Na
tional Forest with an area of some 
750,000 acres, that is used extensively 
by millions of people, there has been 
for some time evident need for roads 
and forest trails. It qualifies under this 
category of funds for access roads in 
these national forests and the necessity 
for roads where overmature timber needs 
harvesting. I certainly hope that the 
chairman of the subcommittee, with 
whom I have fully discussed this matter, 
will take a favorable attitude toward this 
amendment. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. H : CARL ANDERSEN: I may say 
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania· 
did approach me on this matter and that 
I agreed not to oppose it. 

Mr. GAVIN. Well, I understood when 
I talked to the gentleman that he would· 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I told the 
gentleman I would not enter any objec
tion to it, and I stand by that. 

Mr. GAVIN. My original request, I 
may say, was for $300,000 and the gen
tleman said if that were brought down 
to $150,000 he would accept the amend
ment. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. At no time 
did I say I would accept the amendment, 
to the best of my remembrance. I said 
I would not object to the amendment if 
the gentleman would reduce the amount 
to $150,000. 

Mr. GAVIN. The fact is this is not 
asking for an additional appropriation. 
Merely that $150,000 of the $6,500,000 be 
designated for roads and trails in the 
Allegheny National Forest. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. What jus
tification does the gentleman present for 
this exact amount of money? It is that 
so many employees have to be hired? 

Mr. GAVIN. Definitely not. Why 
should the gentleman from California 
be concerned? California is receiving, 
according to the hearing, $4 million. 
Permit me to continue. I feel this great 
Allegheny National Forest area in Penn
sylvania is in need of forest roads and 
trails. In view of the fact that in the 
hearings it is all specified where the 
money is to be allocated, the appropria
tions to the various States, it is my opin
ion, my amendment was very much in 
order. I note that California, Oregon, 
Washington, Idaho, and Montana are 
specified and also that Minnesota is 
specified definitely for $300,000 of the 
$600,000 allocated to the eastern part 
of the United States. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. That is 
an incorrect statement and I am sure 
the gentleman is making it unintention
ally. He does not understand the situa
tion correctly. 

Mr. GAVIN. That is what it says here. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. May I say 

to the gentleman it merely brings out 
the tentative allocation as to where the 
Forest Service might use this money pro
vided that the entire $13 million was 
made available. They have indicated 
that $300,000 would be made available 
to the lake States. 

Mr. GAVIN. Yes. That is correct. . 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. That in

cludes Michigan, Minnesota, and Wis
consin. They have also indicated that 
if they had the full $13 million made 
available to them they would make $300,-
000 available also for the entire eastern 
part of the United States. That is the 
situation. I would not want the gentle
man to place me in the position of try
ing to earmark anything for Minnesota 
because there is not anything in here 
earmarked for Minnesota. 

Mr. GAVIN. I do not know. except 
what I read. It states $300,000 would be 

made available in the Lake States, main
ly Wisconsin and Minnesota. Now, I do 
not know whether that indicates $300,000 
is for Minnesota. It states-and I 
quote-page 523, about $300,000 of that 
would be in Lake States, mainly in Su
perior country and Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Remem
ber that the committee did not allow this 
additional $6% million. Consequently, 
even that $600,000 we are now referring 
to may not even be available. 

Mr. GAVIN. Now, just a minute. I 
have the fioor, Mr. Chairman. I want to 
be patient with the gentleman; however, 
he is talking on my time. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman's time be extended 
for 5 minutes. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. H. ·cARL ANDERSEN. May I 

again say to the gentleman that the al
location upon which this was based
that is, tentatively-is upon the fact 
that the Appropriations Subcommittee 
would give the full $13 million for this 
purpose; but we only actually gave the 
$6% million. I doubt whether there will 
be $300,000 available for the Lake States 
or $300,000 available for the eastern 
United States. I do not object person
ally, however, to the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. GAVIN. I may say to the gentle
man that I am rather surprised at the 
turn of the debate here because of the 
fact I talked to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. JENSEN] about the allocation of 
$150,000 for the Allegheny National For
est, and he acquiesced; I talked to the 
gentleman from Minnesota, and he ac~ 
quiesced. I talked to the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN], and he 
acquiesced. Now, all we are asking is 
that a great forest area in Pennsylvania 
that provides recreation facilities for 
millions of people from New York, Penn
sylvania, and Ohio be allocated $150,000 
for this area so that this forest area may 
be properly utilized. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. Is the gentleman ready 
to accept the am~ndment? 

Mr. ROONEY. I am in this position, 
I will say to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania. I was called to answer a tele
phone in the cloakroom and now find 
that he is about to do something iii re
gard to funds in the Treasury, and I 
wonder whether or not that Punxsu
tawney groundhog was heard from. Is 
there anything in this request to keep 
that hog alive until· next year? · 

Mr. GAVIN. I might say to the gen
tleman I am glad he brought up that 
matter of the Punxsutawney groundhog, 
that great world-renowned prognostica=-
tor of the weather. . 

Mr. ROONEY. I wonder how he 
would prognosticate as to the outcome 
of this amendment. 

Mr. GAVIN. Knowing the temper of 
the· House, I believe it woUld be inad
visable for me to expatiate in extenso 
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on this world-renowned meteorologist at 
this time. . · 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. BENDER. The gentleman is to 
be congratulated on his statement. We, 
in Ohio, enja-y this forest and · need this 
additional facility, and I want to say 
that since the gentleman is being so 
tranquil and agreeable and so gentle, I 
am sure there is no opposition and I do 
not know why we should continue this 
debate. Why not grant him this re
quest? 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I must ad
mit that his oratorical outburst has con
vinced me of the worthiness of his pro-

. posed amendment, and I have no objec
tion to it. 

Mr. GAVIN. I want to thank my dis
tinguished friends, because there are 
times, when these various legislative pro
posal are before the House, that. one must 
rise with statesmanlike qualities to meet 
the issues, and I am glad to know the 
gentleman from New York will accept 
the amendment. 

Mr. LAmD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, our committee went 
over this bill very thoroughly and rec
ommended an additional $6.G million, 
which makes the full authorization of 
$22.5 million available to the Forest 
Service for forest roads and trails in 
our national forests in fiscal year -1955. 
I think it is bad precedent here on the 
floor to start earmarking these funds 
to specific forests without any real justi
fication and without testimony being 
presented as to the need in a particular 
forest for roads and trails. The funds 
made available here are made available 
largely for the construction of access 
roads to harvest overmature and insect
infested timber which does exist in many 
of our national forests throughout the 
country. It is important from the 
standpoint of the economy of our coun
try and for good forest management to 
harvest this timber as it matures or 
becomes infested with insects. It cer
tainly seems to me that we should go 
along with the judgment of the Forest 
Service in using these funds in the places 
where they are most needed. I sincerely 
hope that the House will not go along 
with the principle of earmarking these 
funds for a particular forest in a partic
ular State where there has been no justi
fication brought to our committee. and 
no justification established in our hear
ings that this particular forest should 
take precedence in the construction of 
roads over some other forest where there 
may be mature timber. I oppose this 
amendment without prejudice to the 
particular forest involved. It is entirely 
possible that some of the funds available 
in fiscal year 1955 will be expended in 
this forest. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAIRD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. MARSHALL. I would like to con
cur with my colleague from Wisconsin 
and say it substantiates the fact that 

not one word has come up from the 
Forest Service or ·the Bureau of the 
Budget expressing the need for roads 
and trails in this specific area. We have 
acted on the recommendation of the 
Forest Service, and in acting that way 
we have tried to make funds available 
to them that will take care of the sit
uation. Now, as to the funds made 
available, testimony was presented to us 
that the Federal Government, over a 
4-year period, is going to get back $1.50 
for each dollar that they are spending 
on these roads. 

There is not one bit of substantiation 
of the claim that any. such situation ex
ists in the Allegheny National Forest. 
We, in our committee, are interested in 
all of the forests. But if we get to the 
point in this House of trying to earmark 
little dabs here and there all over the 
country, for forest roads and trails, it 
will be an unending process. I want the 
House to know that we, on this side of 
the aisle, do not like that kind of legisla
tive procedure, and I hope that the com
mittee will see fit in its wisdom to reject 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. GAviNJ. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
MARSHALL] for his statement. I concur 
in it. I do feel we would be setting a 
very bad precedent in earmarking these 
funds for forest roads and trails to 
specific national forests throughout the 
country. The funds are limited when 
compared to the vast job which must be 
done. Let us direct the Forest Service 
take care of the areas of greatest need. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. GAVINJ. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. GAVIN) there 
were-ayes 34, noes 45. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
For an additional amount for "Contruc

tion," $3,900,000, to remain available until 
expended, and the limitation under this 
heading in the Interior Department Appro
priation Act, 1955, on the amount available 
for personnel services is increased by $1 mil· 
lion. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RHODES of Ari· 

zona: On page 10, line 7, strike out "$3,900,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof "$6,900,000"; 
and on page 10, line 8, after the word "ex
pended" insert the following: "which sum 
is composed of $3 million to provide finan
cial assistance to public school districts, in
cluding advance payments, for the construc
tion and equipment of public school facili
ties for Navaho Indian children from reserva
tion areas not included in such districts, 
and $3,900,000 for payments under contracts 
or other obligations entered into pursuant to 
section 6 of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 
1954 (38 Stat. 73) ." 

Mr. NORRELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
make the point of order against the 
amendment that it is legislation on an 
appropriation bill.. ' 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Arizona desire to be heard on 
the point of order? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I would say 
that I disagree with the gentleman from 

Arkansas [Mr. NoRRELL]. I do not be
lieve it is legislation ·on an appropria• 
tion bill. The purpose of the amendment 
is to carry on work which is in further
ance of· the Navaho-Hopi Rehabilita~ 
tion Act. 

If I may be heard for just a moment, 
I have an opinion from the Solicitor of 
-the Interior ·Department, to which I 
should like to refer. 

Mr. NORRELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
think the entire amendment is subject 
to point of order, especially that Ian.:. 
guage in the amendment reading, "in~ 
eluding advance payments for instruc
tion or equipment." There is no author
ization like that anywhere in t e la.w. 
Therefore, I ask that the entire matter 
be deleted. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. May I be 
heard further, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. Can the gentleman 
cite the law applying to this particular 
question? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Section 1 of 
the Navaho-Hopi Rehabilitation Act of 
April 19, 1950 (64 Stat. 44, 25 U. S. C. 
631), provides as follows: 

The Secretary of the Interior is authorized 
and directed to undertake;within the limits 
of funds from time to time appropriated pur
suant .to this act, a program of basic im· 
provements for • • • the supplying of means 
to be used in their rehabilitation, whether 
on or off the Navaho ·and Hopi Reservations. 
Such programs shall include the following 
projects for which capital expenditures in 
the amount shown after each project • · • • 
are authorized to be appropriated. • • • 

(12) School buildings and equipm~nt, and 
other educational measures, $25 million. 

The CHAffiMAN. The point before 
the Chair is the provision "including ad
vance payments." Wbere in the law is 
that phrase shown, "including advance 
payments"? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. · Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to strike 
from the amendment the words "includ
ing advance payments." 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? 

Mr. NORRELL. Mr. Chairman, I hate 
to object, but I am so strongly opposed 
to the amendment, feeling that it is en
tirely out of order, that I am going to 
have to object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
The Chair is ready to rule. 
In the opinion of the Chair, the words 

"including advance payments" are leg
islation, since there is no provision in 
law for them. The Chair sustains the 
point of order. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair
man, I offer a further amendment: 

Page 10, line 7, strike out "$3,900,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$6,900,000." 

Page 10, line 8, after the word "expended". 
insert the following: "which sum is com
posed of $3,000,000 to provide financial as
sistance to public-school districts, for the 
construction and equipment of public
school facilities for Navaho Indian children 
from reservation areas not included in such 
districts, and $3,900,000 for payments under 
contracts or other obligations entered into 
pursuant to section 6 of the Federal Aid 
Highway Act of 1954 (38 Stat. 73) ." 

Mr. NORRELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
make the point of order against the 
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amendment that .it is legislation on an 
appropriation bill . 
. The CHAffiMAN. Will the gentle
man point out where in the modified 
amendment is the language to which he 
refers as legislation? 

Mr. NORRELL. Mr. Chairman, there 
is no law anywhere that I have been 
able to find authorizing the. Interior De
partment to take this amount of money, 
$3 million, and do what they are pro
posing to do under this amendment, to 
.wit, assist the schools throughout cer
tain areas in making improvements on 
.the physical property in order the In
.dian children may come there and go to 
school in the years to follow. There is 
money to help rehabilitate the Indians 
and the Indian children, but there is no 
authorization anywhere which would 
give the Indian Service the authority to 
make the kind of a contract which it 
is proposed to make by this amendment 
to improve physical properties so that 
the Indians may go to school there in 
the years to come. There is just no law 
in the statute books as far as I have been 
able to find to warrant that kind of 
appropriation. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, may I 
be heard on the point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
hear the gentleman. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, may I 
invite the attention of the Chair to the 
language in the proposed amendment 
which relates to payments to school dis
tricts. The original act, which the gen
tleman from Arizona has cited as being 
authority for his amendment so far as 
I have been able to find does not pro
vide anything about the United States 
Government making payments to school 
districts. So for that reason, I thint 
the amendment is obviously legislation 
on an appropriation bill. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair
man, may I also call the attention of the 
Chairman to the fact that the Johnson
O'Malley Act authorizes the Secretary to 
carry out this authority under the edu
cational provisions of the Navaho-Hopi 
Rehabilitation Act by appropriate con
tracts with State agencies. I cannot see 
that this would be any different matter 
than the matters authorized under the 
Johnson-O'Malley Act which comes un
der the Navaho-Hopi Rehabilitation Act. 
In other words, there is authority in the 
Navaho-Hopi Act to contract with the 
States, and certainly, in my opinion, the 
Navaho-Hopi Rehabilitation Act con
tains ample authority for the amend
ment which I have offered. 

Mr. NORRELL. Mr. Chairman, may 
I be recognized further on the point of 
order? 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized. 

Mr. NORRELL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
examined the law under which we are 
operating here. There is no authoriza
tion whereby the money can be paid to 
a district as is proposed by the amend
ment. It has never been done. We have 
never established such a practice. They 
have never asked for such a law. I say 
it is not in the organic law or any other 
law that I have been able to find. There 
is no authority in the law for the school 
districts to make these payments. 

The CHAffiMAN (Mr. ALLEN of Illi
nois). The Chair is ready to rule. The 
Chair has examined the Rehabilitation 
Act of the Indian tribes and feels that 
it is broad enough to cover the amend
ment. In title 25 of the United St::Ltes 
Code, where the Navaho and Hopi Re
habilitation Act is codified, section 631 
authorizes a broad ,program of- rehabili
tation, expressly including "school build
ings and equipment, and other educa
tional measures" and funds appropriated 
for such purposes are authorized to be 
available "for all other objects necessary 
for or appropriate to the carrying out of 
the provisions of this section." Section 
452 of title 25 of the United States Code 
authorizes the Secretary of the Interior 
to contract with States or subdivisions 
thereof for the education of Indians. 
Therefore, the appropriation set forth in 
the amendment in- the opinion of the 
Chair is authorized by law, and the point 
of order is overruled. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair
man, I have offered this amendment at 
this particular time because of the press 
of time to complete what will probably 
be the largest program of educating In
dians ever undertaken in the United 
States. May I state here and now I am 
personally grateful to the members of the 
subcommittee and the Committee on Ap
propriations for the fine attitude which 
they have had, and for the money which 
they have appropriated to carry this pro
gram along thus far. There is money in 
the act for the program, but there is not 
enough by $3 million. That is the rea
son for this particular amendment. We 
find that there were some 14,000 Navaho 
children of school age who are not in 
school at the present time. This is in 
spite of the fact that over the last few 
years we have spent several million dol
lars to provide educational facilities for 
Indian children on the Navaho Reserva
tion. After we had spent the money 
there were actually more children out of 
school than there were before we began 
to spend those large sums of money. 

So Mr. Carl Beck, a resident of Ari
zona, now employed by the Indian Bu
reau, Mr. Orme Lewis, Assistant Secre
tary of the Interior, also a resident of 
Arizona, and Mr. Glenn L. Emmons, the 
Director of the Indian Bureau, from the 
State of New Mexico, men who under
stand the Navaho problem, came up with 
this idea of bringing real education to 
the Navaho children, rather than trying 
to give those children the lush but in
effectual program which h,ad been 
launched before. 

The Navaho Reservation is the largest 
Indian reservation of any in the coun
try; it is larger than many of our Eastern 
States. The Indians wander over the 
reservation. Therefore if a child is near 
a school he goes to the school, but if the 
child's family, at the time the particular 
school is in session, is in another part of 
the reservation, then the child does not 
go to school. 

The first element of the program, 
therefore, was to take trailer schools to 
these Indian children; to the habitat of 
the parents of the Indian children. This 
program has been launched. It will re
sult in the education of some 3,000 or 

4,000 of these Indian children who would 
not otherwise have schooling. 

This,· however, ~is ·not the answer to 
the whole problem. The communities 
surrounding the Navaho· Reservation 
were asked, and they agreed to admit 
Indian children to white school systems· 
provided some help can be given them 
to take· care of this increased impact 
on their schools. 

Many of these cities are small. The 
city of Winslow, Ariz., has a population 
somewhere around 4,000 to 5,000 people . 
The city of Flagstaff, Ariz., has a popula
tion of around 10,000 people. ·The city 
of Gallup, N. Mex., has a population of 
under 25,000; To take this many chil
dren and put them in these school sys
tems would cause hardship which those 
communities could not afford to bear. 
It therefore becomes necessary for the 
Federal Government to step in and help 
these communities meet this problem. 

Why should we do it? Because, Mr. 
Chairman, we have a solemn obligation 
to the Navaho Indians, to educate those 
children. We have promised by treaty 
down thrown the years to provide edu
cation for the Navaho children. This 
solemn obligation of the United States 
Government has never been inet, and 
this is one way to meet it. 

These communities are now willing 
and able to construct these additional 
facilities and to take the Navaho chil
dren. A year from now they may not 
be so willing and able to do it. 

These plans are ready to go into opera
tion and are ready to go into operation 
now: in fact, I may be so bold as to say 
there have been some commitments 
made which might be embarrassing to a 
lot of well-intentioned people if this par
ticular money is not made available. 

We are at the crossroads in this Na
vaho picture. We are either going to go 
forward now or we are going to go 
backward for several years. 

The answer to the Indian problem
and I do not like to call it a problem-it 
is a problem of all Americans, because 
the Navahos and all Indians are some of 
the finest Americans that we have. This 
problem will be settled only by educating 
the Indian children. We must take the 
Indian children into the schools and give 
them the type of education which will 
allow them to fit themselves into the 
civilization with which they are now sur
rounded but of which they are not a 
part. The best way to do it is to bring 
these children into the white schools so 
that they will be able to rub elbows with 
your children and my children; and, be
lieve ·me, I think the experience will en
rich not only the Indian children, but 
also the white children, because the In
dians not only have a lot to receive but 
also a lot to give. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
RHODES]. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to enjoy 
one bit the responsibility of opposing the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arizona because I know of his great 
and sincere interest in the Indians and 
the Indian problem, particularly in get
ting these Indian children into schools. 
Every member of the committee that 
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deals with appropriations for the De
partment of the Interior has worked 
diligently and we have leaned over back
ward in appropriating money for In
dian education, especially during the 
present session. 

We have $11 million in the regular 
bill for the education of Indian children. 
I am happy to report that about half 
of the Indian children who have been 
out of school, in fact have never been 
in school, will be in school during th~ 
fiscal year 1955. That may be a rather 
broad statement because of the fact that 
a $3 million appropriation might have 
been considered when Mr. Emmons, 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs, gave us 
the facts and :figures at which time he 
said that he would put half of the 13,000 
Indian children who are not in school, 
in school in the fiscal year 1955. 

Mr. Chairman, here is the thing that 
disturbs the committee. It is not only 
the fact that we are here embarking into 
strange fields because of the fact that 
never before has a Congress seen fit to 
appropriate money to build school fa
cilities outside of Indian territory and 
in public-school districts for the edu
cation of the Indians. It is true that 
the Congress has on an occasion or two 
passed specific bills for this purpose. 
But it is rather out of the ordinary to 
ask for $3 million for this purpose. Just 
where we would end up is questionable. 
There are many other Indian reserva
tions that might say: We would like to 
have some money appropriated to build 
a school right outside of our territory 
where our children can go to school. 

So you just do not know where the 
end is when you start a thing of this 
kind. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. I yield to the gentle
man from Arizona. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Is it not 
true, however, that under this particular 
amendment the only authorizing legis
lation is the Navaho-Hopi rehabilitation 
bill and if the other tribes desired to 
come in under this type of formula it 
would be necessary for them to have 
the same sort of authorizing legislation 
passed by the Congress? 

Mr. JENSEN. That is true. But the 
fact is that we are attempting to do 
something that is very questionable in 
the minds of the attorneys on the com
mittee as to whether it is authorized 
by law and whether or not this is legis
lation on an appropriation bill. 

The question is a difficult one to square 
with your heartbeat when you want to 
do everything you possibly can to get 
the Indian children in schools and on 
the other hand avoid doing something 
that is not authorized by law, something 
that might result in a flood of requests 
that would not be good for the Indians 
or anyone else. 

Mr. NORRELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairma.n. I dislike very much to 
oppose my very able friend the gentle
man from Arizona [Mr. RHODES], a man 
whom I have learned to admire a great 
deal since he has been here with us. I 
also hate to oppose this amendment be
cause of the good it would bring to a 

number of school districts in the West. 
There are 9 districts -all told that will 
benefit if this amendment is adopted: 
1 in Colorado, 3 in New Mexico, 1 in 
Utah, and 4 in Arizona. 

But the proposal here is this: They 
want to begin this program by expend
ing $3 million on schools now that are 
owned and operated by the people in 
these several States outside of the Indian 
reservations. We have never done that. 
The committee has tried to go along 
with these Indian schools in every con
ceivable way down through the years. I 
have been on this subcommittee now 
for probably 15 long years, and there has 
never been a time when our committee 
was not anxious, ready, and willing to 
do anything and everything possible 
for the benefit . of the Indians. The 
record will show that. But to pre
sent a program like this in a supple
mental budget that will start a new 
and entirely different program from 
what we have had down through the 
years is not the way to do it, when 
we have heretofore allowed every dollar 
that the Indian Service requested for 
Indian education in the regular budget 
estimates. This money, if allowed, will 
start a new program that, if started, 
will run into millions and millions and 
millions of dollars. Who knows whether 
or not the Indian children can even 
then attend these schools? I say we 
ought not to go into this program hastily. 
You ought not to go into it in opposi
tion to the subcommittee that has been 
so good, I believe, and so generous and 
so interested in the welfare of the 
Indians. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NORRELL. I gladly yield to the 
gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I would just 
like to say to the gentleman from Ar
kansas that I · agree with him in every
thing that he has said concerning the 
treatment the Indians have received 
from his subcommittee. I cannot be too 
high in my praise of his subcommittee 
for the way they have attempted to 
carry on this program. But I am sure 
from what the gentleman has said that 
he agrees with me that this is a very 
vital part of the program and that the 
only disagreement between us is a very 
honest difference of opinion as to the 
legal authorization of this appropria
tion. 

Mr. NORRELL. That is substantially 
true, I will say to the gentleman. But, 
may I say this? This is a question that 
is so big, it is so important, it is so far 
reaching, that you ought to have a bill 
introduced to this effect. The legisla
tive committee ought to hold hearings. 
It ought to decide what the policy should 
be. The legislative committee should 
come in then with a bill to do what they 
honestly and sincerely think should be 
done after mature consideration, and 
the Congress then can consider the bill, 
and enact a law and authorize the ex
penditure of money, and when that is 
done your Committee on Appropriations 
can recommend the money, and the Con
gress can then decide what should be 
done. But, to start it without the au
thorizing legislation, when it eventually 

may run into millions and millions ·of 
dollars, is not the way to do it. I say we 
ought not to launch a program of such 
magnitude without additional study. 
And I say it in all kindness to the In
dians and to the gentleman from Ari
zona. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Arizona [Mr. RHODES]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair being in doubt, the Committee 
divided, and there were-ayes 21, noes 
37. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
For an additional amount for "Construc

tion and rehabilitation," .$1,707,000, to re
main available until expended, and the 
limitations under this heading in the Inte
rior Department Appropriation Act, 1955, on 
the amount available for personal services 
and travel are increased by $2,500,000 and 
$200,000, respectively: Provided, That no part 
of this appropriation shall be used to initiate 
construction of the Helena Valley unit, 
Montana, until a repayment contract has 
been executed. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. YoUNG: On page 

10, line 15, after "rehabilitation" strike -out 
"$1,707,000" and insert "$1,807,000, of which 
$100,000 shall be for construction of a sewage 
plant at the Boulder Canyon project." 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment would appropriate $100,000 
for the construction of a sewage disposal 
plant at Hoover Dam. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
ge::1tleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 
Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, this is 

a fair request. I have no objection to 
this amendment. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting .J One hundred 
and twenty-two Members are present, a 
quorum. 

Mr. JENSEN. If the gentleman will 
yield to me, as I stated, Mr. Chairman, 
I have no objection to this amendment. 
I think this is a worthy cause. This is 
for a very necessary facility in Boulder 
City. At the time the committee had its 
hearings the committee had not heard 
about this sewage problem at Boulder 
City. The gentleman from Nevada [Mr. 
YouNG] came to me and explained the 
situation and I took the gentleman's 
word for it, as he is a fine, a truthful, 
and an honorable gentleman. I certain
ly have no objection to this· amendment. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 
Mr. CANNON. As I understand the 

gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN], he is 
accepting this amendment. I should 
like to ask if he speaks for himself or if 
he speaks for that side of the aisle. 

Mr. JENSEN. I said that I had no ob
jection. I am speaking for myself. But 
I have not heard a single person over on 
this side that knows about this matter 
that has objected. 
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Mr. GAVIN. Here is one that wants 
to be heard. 

Mr. JENSEN. Except the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GAVIN], that 
had that disappointment a minute ago, 
for which we are very sorry; but those 
things happen. So I am sure the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. GAVIN] 
would not take his spite out on the fine 
gentleman who offered this amendment. 
I do not want to shut off debate or con
sideration of this amendment, but I 
stated before that I felt this amendment 
was really justified for the purpose for 
which it is· intended. As far as I know, 
no member of my Committee on Interior 
Appropriations has any objection to the 
amendment. 

Mr. CANNON. If the gentleman will 
yield, was this question brought before 
the subcommittee and the whole com
mittee which reported out this bill? 

Mr. JENSEN. No. 
Mr. CANNON. It is a proposal to in

ser t an amendment here on the ·floor 
without hearings, without consideration 
and without the approval of either the 
subcommittee or the whole committee? 

Mr. JENSEN. No, it did not just come 
right out of the blue sky. It is one of 
these things where, after the committee 
had considered its regular bill and the 
supplemental bill, this condition arose in 
Boulder City. 

Mr. CANNON. Did the Department 
ask for this? 

Mr. YOUNG. Yes, the Department of 
the Interior did request this, for $100,000. 

Mr. CANNON. Was it included in the 
budget? 

Mr. YOUNG. It was not included in 
the recommendation of the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

Mr. CANNON. I take it for granted 
the gentleman from Iowa speaks for the 
chairman of the committee, the gentle
man from New York [Mr. TABER]? 

Mr. TABER. Frankly, I know noth
ing about this proposition. For my own 
part, I would not want to favor a mat
ter that had not been brought before 
the committee and had had hearings. 

Mr. CANNON . . I should think that 
would be conclusive, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. JENSEN. May I say that under 
the Boulder Canyon Act all expendi:. 
tures of this nature are in an account 
and every 3 years, I think it is, the rates 
are raised to pay all of these expendi
tures which Congress makes that go into 
a certain category, this being one of 
them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman fr_:om Nevada has expired. 

(By unanimous consent <at the re
quest of Mr. JENSEN) Mr. YOUNG was al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield further to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. So we are not spend
ing a dime of the taxpayers' money that 
will not be reimbursed. I do not think 
I can be accused of being a spendthrift 
or of being liberal with the people's 
money. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. KIRWAN. I do -not think we 
should agree to amendments as a com
mittee or as the House. What is the 
matter that they did not take it up? 
Here is a supplemental appropriation 
bill. This item was not in the supple
mental bill and it was not in the regular 
bill. Why should they come up here 
today and want to put it in the supple
mental bill on the floor of the House? 

Mr. YOUNG. I might explain to the 
distinguished gentleman that I had 
hoped it would be inserted on the other 
side of the Hill. I did not want to im
pose on the Subcommittee on Appropri
ations for the Interior Department. As 
soon as the consideration had been com
pleted on the other side of the Hill, I 
contacted the subcommittee clerk in an 
effort to appear and testify, and was 
notified that the hearings had been ter
minated. 

Mr. KIRWAN. The gentleman from 
Nevada does not mean to tell me that if 
this thing was so urgent, the great De
partment of the Interior would not have 
had a bill in asking for a supplemental 
appropriation. Just think of what we 
are doing. We not only passed the reg
ular bill, but we are letting them come up 
and putting in everything that they think 
they need whenever they want it. 

Mr. YOUNG. It had been submitted 
by the Department of the Interior, but 
it was deleted by the Bureau of the 
Budget. 
· Mr. KIRWAN. No matter who deleted 
it, this is the first time that we know 
anything about it. The chairman of 
this committee said that he found out 
about it yesterday. I, as ranking minor
ity member, did not find out about it 
until the gentleman from Nevada went 
down into the well of the House and 
spoke about it. I again say, if it was so 
important, surely the Department of the 
Interior or somebody connected with 
that Department would have told either 
the chairman of this committee or me 
that this thing was needed down at 
Hoover Dam because that is a great dam. 
But nobody said a word about it. I do 
think it could wait until next year. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nevada has expired. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for 3 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JENSEN. If the gentleman would 

yield, I would like to read to the com
mittee the language in the conference 
report with reference to the Interior 
Department regular appropriation bill, 
Boulder Canyon project, Arizona-Ne
vada: 

The attention of the committee has been 
directed to an unsanitary condition at 
Hoover Dam, resulting from the lack of ade
quate sewerage disposal facilities. The com
mittee urges that this !!latter be looked into 
with the view in mind of presenting a budget 
estimate to correct the situation in the fiscal 
year 1956. 

Is it not a fact that a study has been 
made and the Department of the In
terior has now recommended that this 

money be made available to repair this 
sewerage system? 

Mr. YOUNG. The gentleman is ab
solutely correct. 

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be given 5 additional minutes so that he 
can explain the project in which he is 
interested. I, as a member of the com
mittee, know nothing about it, and I 
would like to hear the gentleman explain 
it. If it is a worthy project, I want to 
be for it. I certainly do not want any
thing to happen here as just happened 
when the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. GAVIN] offered an amendment a 
while ago. I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman may have 5 addi
tional minutes. 

The CHAffiMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. YOUNG. I thank the gentleman 

from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Chairman, this amendment would 

appropriate $100,000 for the construction 
of a sewage-disposal plant located in the 
Boulder Canyon project. When Hoover 
Dam was constructed, it represented, 
perhaps, the outstanding reclamation 
achievement up to that time. But there 
was one serious omission. It did not in
clude a sewage-disposal system. As a 
consequence, the raw, untreated sewage 
from the restrooms and facilities at 
Boulder Dam is discharged directly into 
the Colorado River and into Lake Mo
have, the upper region oi which extends 
to the tailraces of Hoover Dam. At the 
time the dam was constructed that was 
not a serious problem. But since that 
time the Lake Mead recreational area 
has become one of the greatest attrac:. 
tions in the national park system. · It 
ranks third on the basis of the number 
of visitors who come there each year. 
Nearly three times as many people as 
live in the District of Columbia visit Lake 
Mead recreational area each year. It is 
estimated that between 1 million to 
1,500,000 visitors come annually to the 
dam. Of that figure, it is estimated that 
one-third take the conducted guided tour 
through the dam itself. There have been 
reports for a number of years on the 
stream of pollution that is resulting 
therefrom. The Public Health Service 
and the Federal Government investi
gated. It has been brought to the at
tention of the Arizona State Health De
partment and the Nevada State Health 
Department. It violates the laws and 
regulations of both States. It also con
travenes an Executive order of the Fed
eral Government which directs Federal 
agencies to cooperate with States in con
trolling interstate -pollution in streams 
such as this. 

We have received several complaints 
from those who visit and use the recrea
tional facilities in that area, particularly 
in what is called Lake Mohave. Last 
year nearly 100,000 people used this 
rather narrow lake for the · purpose of 
fishing and boating. 

Since 1951 monthly tests have been 
made by the National Park Service in 
conjunction with the State health de
part~ents .of Nevada and Arizon_a which 
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indicate that in the vast majority· of 
cases the water is polluted. 

It is necessary that something be done 
at the earliest possible date to abate this 
potentially serious menace. It -is diffi
cult to spend money. I think we should, 
however, bear in mind the fact that 
Hoover Dam has been one of the finest 
investments which the Federal Govern
ment has ever made. It returns ap
proximately $800,000 a month to the 
Federal exchequer. By 1951 it had re
turned some $65 million. By 1987 it will 
have returned $130 million on the origi
nal investment plus $130 million in in
terest. After that time it will undertake 
the somewhat unusual task of paying 
back some $25 million which was allo
cated to flood control benefits. 

Within this national recreation area 
are located a number of concession
naires. The Government imposes rather 
strict conditions upon the sewage dispo
sal facilities of those concessions. Un
fortunately, however, the same standard 
does not apply to the dam itself. 

It is estimated that the sewage which 
is untreated going into Lake Mohave is 
the equivalent roughly to that of a city 
of some 1,500 people. I feel that this 
proposal should not be delayed, because 
a serious health menace exists. 

I urge the House to adopt this amend
ment. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the 
Interior Subcommittee on Appropria
tions I object to this amendment. When 
this dam was constructed Mr. Hoover 
was President of the United States, and 
they have just now discovered down 
there that they need better sewage facil
ities-after all those years. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KIRWAN. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG. The gentleman must 

realize that tourists have increased to 
the extent that today 2% million come 
to . this area. When the dam was con
structed there were relatively few who 
were attracted to the vicinity. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Let me tell the gen
tleman he has not seen anything yet. 
We have a six-State pact along the Ohio 
River where the sewage of all those great 
cities goes into the Ohio River from not 
1 but from 6 States. They are going to 
try to do something to clean up that 
situation. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. KIRWAN. I yield. 
. Mr. YOUNG. Have those cities paid 

$800,000 a month into the Federal 
Treasury such as is the case with Hoover 
Dam? 

Mr. KIRWAN. That is all right. 
States along the Ohio have put up their 
money, the taxpayers' money, to have 
help. 

A supplemental bill is not the place 
to add new items of this type. That 
can be taken care of in the regular bill. 

_I will say to the everlasting credit of 
Calvin Coolidge that he was firm in his 
desire to save money. An Army gen
-eral tol4 me that when he first came to 
Washington he served ill the capacitY 

of a captain and had occasion to go to 
the White House when Calvin Coolidge 
was President. Coolidge asked him 
what the Army engineers needed to take 
care of them for the next year and then 
told him that he would take care of 
them, but that unless something like an 
act of God or the breaking of a dam or 
something like that occurred for them 
riot to go near Congress in the coming 
year or if they did it would be the end 
of them. 

Now, this item is brought here in the 
form of an amendment to a supplemen
tal bill, coming here as a new item. The 
place where that should be taken care 
of is in the regular bill. 

We will never get through if item 
after item is sought to be added to sup
plemental bills which must be brought 
up in the closing days of Congress-and 
we are now in them. This is not the 
place for such an item. 

Mr. YOUNG. This is in the nature of 
an emergency. 

Mr. KIRWAN. An emergency? It has 
been down there for about 30 years. 

Mr. YOUNG. That is true. 
Mr. KIRWAN. We have six States up 

here where there is something like fifty 
million. It is an emergency that we 
have. 

Mr. YOUNG. That is not a responsi
bility of the Federal Government. 

Mr. KIRWAN. It is not a responsibil
ity of the Federal Government? Who 
does the gentleman think controls the 
Ohio River except the Federal Govern
ment? 

Mr. YOUNG. Is that not a responsi
bility of the States involved? Hoover 
Dam is a Federal responsibility. If it 
were a State problem, I would not be 
here. 

Mr. KIRWAN. It is a responsibility 
of the Federal Government and the six 
States. They all have a piece of it. If 
they can stand it down there in Arizona 
or Nevada for all this time, they can 
surely stand it until we come back into 
session again. 

Mr. YOUNG. We probably will put off 
a lot of appropriations until that time; 
but this is an urgent matter. We have 
received protests from the Arizona State 
Health Department, the Nevada State 
Health Department, and the Public 
Health Service of the Federal Govern
ment. It is a direct responsibility of the 
Federal Government. This is located en
tirely within a Federal reserve area. 

Mr. KIRWAN. If they can stand it all 
of these years they can stand it a little 
longer. I have been down there to the 
Hoover Dam and I am telling you it is 
nothing at all like the river that goes 
through my town or any river up North 
here, or to the South or anywhere in the 
country. The Hoover Dam has 50 miles 
of water backed up there, it has a 600-
foot depth up against that dam. Why 
they could almost purify half of the 
water of the United States. 

Mr. YOUNG. This is not Lake Mead. 
Mr. KIRWAN. I -understand about 

Lake Mead and all that. I am trying to 
tell the gentleman that the water he has 
there is purified. 

Mr. YOUNG. But we do not have the 
money. 

Mr. KIRWAN. This is not so urgent, 
it is not needed right now. It will surely 
last until next year. As a member of the 
subcommittee, I will be happy when the 
Department comes in front of the com
mittee and states this is needed to con
sider it. They have never done that. 
So it cannot be so urgent or they would 
have done that long ago. 

Mr. YOUNG. They have requested it. 
Mr. KIRWAN. But they never got it 

in front of the committee. 
Mr. YOUNG. I think they were re

stricted from doing so. 
Mr. KIRWAN. It did not get in front 

of the committee and if it is urgent it 
will get there. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the pending amendment and 
ask unanimous consent to proceed out 
of order for an additional 4 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, getting 

back to the matter of allocation of funds 
for Allegheny National Forest, I might 
state to the gentleman who preceded me 
that I was almost in the same position 
that he is in. The only thing I did that 
he did not do was that I conferred with 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN] 
and fully discussed this matter, in view 
of the fact I had not had the opportunity 
to appear before the committee. And 
I might say that the committee mem
bers look after themselves very well as 
it concerns their States. If some of us 
Members were apprised that these hear
ings were being held we would have had 
an opportunity to go before the com
mittee to present our case, but it is dif
ficult with the many matters before us 
to get to committee hearings; especially 
when we do not know when the hearings 
are to be held. 

So I spoke to the gentleman from Iowa. 
As a matter of fact, I spoke to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. TABER] first, 
then to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
JENSEN]. He suggested that I talk to 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. H. 
CARL ANDERSEN]. Both of these gentle
men are here, so if there is any mistake 
in what I say, just rise and I will yield. 

I said: It looks as though this $22,-
500~000 is pretty well allocated. I noted 
there was only $600,000 out of the $22,-
500,000 going to the eastern part of 
the country and out of that $600,000 
that great State of Minnesota, and it is 
a great State--the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN] is here
got half of it, $300,000. So immediately 
I was concerned about the eastern part 
of the United States and what States 
were to participate in the $300,000 unal
located. 

In my district we have the Allegheny 
National Forest consisting of 750,000 
acres with no roads, no trails; practically 
no improvements in roads and trails for 
years. Millions of people use this area. 
They are from the States of New York, 
Ohio, and Pennsylvania, and other 
States of the Union. 

So, I got to thinking, .. Well, we are en
titled to something out of the $22.5 mil
lion when my State pays between 8 and 
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10 percent of the tax. This appropria
tion costs my State some $2 million. 
We have a great forest, and it needs 
roads and trails." In reading the re
port it states on page 523, "So we would 
propose to obligate about $4 million in 
California." · I presume that . Oregon 
and Washington and Idaho and Mon
tana would receive balance with the ex
ception of $600,000 ·for eastern United 
States. Some of these States I believe 
have about the same population in their 
whole State as I have in my district. 
It is all right for Pennsylvania to put up 
the money, to furnish the money, to 
make these programs possible, so once 
in a while I like to think "Well, maybe 
they will be reasonable and give us just 
a little bit.'' So I made request of 
$300,000 to be allocated for Pennsyl
vania. I thought that was small to help 
develop this great recreational area, the 
Allegheny National Forest. But, Ben 
[Mr. JENSEN] said, ''Cut it down a little. 
Make it $250,00<L" i cut it down as he 
recommended. So I went to Mr. H. CARL 
ANDERSEN, ·and he said, "No. I would 
suggest $100,000 but no more." Then I 
sweated it out for 24 hours and I went 
back to Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN request
ing another $50,000, and he said "$150,-
000 will be all right. I will agree to that." 
So I said, "I will agree to $150,000. 
That will be satisfactory." But he 
said, "You have to see WALT HORAN, and 
if he [Mr. HORAN] and Ben agree, there 
will be no argument about it at all. We 
will accept it.'' That would have given 
to the Allegheny National Forest $150,-
000 out of $22,500,000, and my State pays 
$2 million .of it. So we would be getting 
back $150,000 which, though not satis
factory, I agreed to. But, the boys from 
the Northwest and the West say, "Oh, 
no. You have got to give it all out here," 
although my State has 10 million people 
and there are millions of people using 
this forest area, and we would like to 
participate in these programs. But they 
say, "Oh, no. We have got to get this 
mature timber out, and we have to de
velop roads and trails out here in Cali
fornia and the Rocky Mountain States." 
So, all right. Then, after I was all set 
on that side, I thought I would go over 
and have a talk with the Democrats 
about it. So, I went to see my good friend, 
the gentleman from Ohio, MIKE KIR
WAN, and he is my good friend, a great 
American and a great conservationist 
who believes unselfishly in building and 
protecting the great national forests, our 
waterways and streams, and protecting 
our wildlife-and he said, "I concur with 
you. I think you are right; but I am 
not chairman of the subcommittee." 
He said, "You go and see the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHIT
TEN].'' Well, I thought I would do this 
preliminary work, and I saw Mr. WHIT
TEN and he said, "Oh, sure. Certainly." 
He is here, and if I make a mistake, 
please say so, because I do not want to 
be misquoting, and that goes for you 
gentlemen, too. So. Mr. WHITTEN said, 
"I will interpose no objection." So, Mr. 
WHITTEN was not here and Mr. RoONEY 
was in charge, and I told Mr. ROONEY 
what Mr. WHITTEN had said, and I did 
not anticipate any trouble about my pro-

posal. · But then, evidently somebody 
gave the cue to the young gentleman 
from Wisconsin who just came into Con
gress to get up ·and vigorously object, 
which he did, so the result was that 
those that I talked to failed to arise to 
support the amendment even though 
they had given me the assurance it was 
acceptable. What was the gentleman's 
name that just preceded me?-Mr. 
YoUNG, and he made a very fine state
ment and I want to compliment him, 
but, Mr. YouNG, you did better than I 
did, because I could not get Mr. JENSEN 
to arise in behalf of my amendment. 
And Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN, WhO agreed 
with me and was going along for $150,-
000, he would not rise, either. They 
were all hogtied down there. Something 
held them down. So, the amendment 
was turned down. 

Now, the only thing I have to say is 
this: I think the subcommittee handling 
this bill-and most of them are from 
the Northwest, or the extreme West-
occasionally ought to pass the folks back 
East just a little bone to chew on, you 
know, to keep us quiet. 'That is why I 
am disturbed, because in the final analy
sis, my State has to pay 8 or 10 percent 
of the taxes and . some consideration 
should be given to the forests in the 
eastern part of the United States. So, 
I sit back when these legislative propo
sals· are before us and say, "What do we 
get out of it?" If there is a $472 million 
civil functions bill, we get $1.9 million 
for Pennsylvania and we are taxed $45 
million or $50 million. So I am getting 
to a point where I am a bit irritated as 
I see these boys from out West, from 
California and the Rocky Mountain 
States, Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and 
Montana-why they just sit down and 
they ·carve up the pie to s·ult themselves. 
They do just about what they like, and 
when somebody from the East or from a 
great State like mine comes in and says 
"Now, boys, why not be nice? Just give 
us a small bit as we have a great forest 
back East as well as the West-we would 
like to have just a few forest roads and 
trails; we would like to take out the 
over-mature timber;" why it is thumbs 
down. That is the story. You can take 
it and digest it any way you want to. 
This is an example of the splendid sup
port and cooperation given me by my 
Republican colleagues. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that debate on this amendment do now 
close. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Nevada [Mr. YouNG]. 

The question was taken; and the Chair 
being in doubt, the Committee divided, 
and there were-ayes 54, noes 60. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
For an additional amount for "Admin

istration of Territories," $47,000. 

Mr. D'EWART. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike . out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise at this time to 
ask the chairman of the Subcommittee 
for the Department of the Interior for 
an interpretation on the application of 
the highway-road program, section 6. 

which says . in part that the funds al
located shall be immediately available 
for coritra.Ct. Further on in the same 
section it says that--

The Secretary of· the Department charged 
with the administration of such funds is 
hereby granted authority to incur obliga
tions, approve projects, and enter into con
tracts under such authorizations and his 
action in doing ·so shall be deemed a con
tractual obligation of the Federal Govern
ment. 

My question is, ·noes that apply to 
Park Service roads, Indian roads, carried 
in the Department of the Interior ap
propriation bill, as well as funds author
ized under the Highway Act? I yield to 
the gentleman for an answer to the ques
tion. 

Mr: JENSEN. That is right; it does. 
Mr. D'EWART. Is it applicable to 

park access roads as well as roads in
side the parks? 

Mr. JENSEN. It is. 
Mr. D'EWART. In other words, the 

funds appropriated in this measure and 
in the Department of Interior appropria
tion bill, whlch are about half of those 
that have been authorized, will be avail
able for contract immediately, and they 
can contract the rest of the authoriza
tion, which will be met by a future ap
propriation? 

Mr. JENSEN. That is right. Under 
the act which Congress passed early in 
the session for roads and trails in the 
Park Service, and in the Indian Service, 
and in the Forest Service-

Mr. D'EWART. And approach roads? 
Mr. JENSEN. Yes; that bill author

ized the respective agencies to which it 
applied not only to contract for the road
building program, but also to pay for 
such contracts, because of the fact that 
that act in effect was not only an au
thorizing act but it was an appropriation 
act. It gave the agencies the power to 
spend the money; and, as we say, to write 
the checks to pay the bill. It is under 
the same kind of law as the Rural Elec
trification Administration. For instance, 
when the Congress votes to give the REA 
a certain amount of loaning power, the 
REA then goes out and allocates it to the 
different REA cooperatives, and they not 
only make the loan but they pay the bill. 
So the gentleman is exactly right, and 
the answer to all his questions is "Yes." 

Mr. D'EWART. I thank the gentle
man very much. 

Mr. Chairman, I note that the supple
mental appropriation bill includes funds 
for the construction of roads in the 
national parks which added to the 
amounts already appropriated will cover 
all of the authorizations · for national 
park roads through the current fiscal 
year. If I am not correct in my inter
pretation, I trust that a member of the 
subcommittee will give me the proper 
information. 

I am concerned today with the future 
program of national-park roads, and 
particularly with the action of the Sen
ate and House .coiiference committees on 
the use of Federal national-park funds 
on access roads not within park bound
aries. Members . will recall that the 
House committee report on the regular 
appropriation bill forbade the use of any 
of these funds on roads outside the parks. 
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The Senate· committee struck out this re
'Striction. The committees in conference 
agree to · leave out the restriction but 
with the provision that the Secretary of 
the Interior make efforts to arrange 
other maintenance of the roads and re
port next spring. 

We have in Montana two examples of 
park approach roads outside the boun
daries of the national parks which may 
be affected by this committee action. 
One of them is the famous Cooke City 
entrance to Yellowstone National Park. 
The other is the so-called Blackfeet 
Highway which runs along the eastern 
boundary of Glacier National Park, out
side the park, but is the only means of 
access to the inany beautiful attractions 
in eastern Glacier Park. It is also the 
highway that connects Glacier Park with 
the parks to the north in Canada. 

This road runs primarily through the 
Blackfeet Indian Reservation, and there
fore might be eligible for Indian high
way funds. However, it is doubtful that 
the Indian Service is primarily interested 
in the road. 

It is not a part of the regular Federal
aid system, and I do not see how the 
State of Montana can aft'ord to devote 
much money to it. 

Therefore, it remains for the Park 
Service, to whom the road is primarily 
of value, to maintain and reconstruct 
this road, if anyone is going to do it. 

I note that the new Federal-aid high
way act provides that the Secretary of 
the Interior may contract for the full 
amount of the $12,500,000 authorization 
for park roads for the fiscal years cov
ered by the new act. Inasmuch as the 
present law authorizes the expenditure 
of funds for approach roads, I think it 
is clear that the restriction attempted 
to be imposed by the Appropriations 
Committee does not in any way aft'ect the 
right of the Secretary to contract and 
obligate these funds for the Blackfeet 
Highway and the Red Lodge-Cooke City 
road, or any other approach road cov
ered by the act of June 31, 1931, as 
amended. 

Mr. Chairman, I include in my re
marks a letter: 

GLACIER PARK TRANSPORT Co., 
EAST GLACIEB PARK, MoNT.; 

July 17, 1954. 
Hon. WESLEY A. D'EwART. 
Hon. LEE METCALF. 
Hon. JAMES E. MURRAY. 
Hon. MICHAEL J. MANSFIELD. 

GENTLEMEN: I am sure you are all aware 
of the danger that confronts the Blackfeet 
Highway which is the road which runs north 
and south in the Blackfeet Reservation along 
the eastern boundary of Glacier National 
Park and gives access to all the Glacier Park 
entrances from the east side. In other words, 
if there were no Blackfeet Highway there 
would be no way for visitors to enter or leave 
Glacier Park except by West Glacier (Bel
ton). 

The menace to the future of Glacier Na
tional Park lies in what appears to be a policy 
on the part of the Department of the In
terior and/or the Congress not to assume 
the future maintenance of approach roads 
to national parks. This policy, if efl'ective, 
would throw the maintenance of the Black
feet Highway and the Redlodge Highway back 
on the State o! Montana. 

I enclose a copy of a letter dated July 13, 
1954, to Mr. Horace M. Albright, president 
of the United States Potash Co., 30 Rocke
feller Plaza, New York, N. Y. Mr. Albright, 
as you all know, was Assistant Director of 
the Nationaf Park Service from its begin
ning in 1916 and succeeded Director Mather 
in 1930. I am writing hiin because he, as 
Assistant Director of the Park Service, was 
probably more responsible than any other 
person for the establishment of the policy 
of Federal maintenance of the approach road 
to Glacier National Park, which we know as 
the Blackfeet Highway. I call your special 
attention to this letter because I think it is 
important for all of us to know about this 
past policy and to make a vigorous effort to 
maintain it. 

I do not know exactly how this present 
agitation developed. I have heard a rumor 
that the policy of refusal of future mainte
nance of approach roads to national parks 
"originated in the Office of the Secretary of 
the Interior, but the wording of the confer
ence report, as quoted in my letter to Mr. 
Albright; seems to indicate that both Houses 
are serving notice that Federal maintenance 
will be refused after this fiscal year. 

I do not see how a State as small in popu
lation as Montana can afford to maintain the 
Blackfeet Highway, which is used primarily 
in the summertime by the inhabitants of 
the other 47 States. Then, too, our future 
strategy must always comprehend the fact 
that this Blackfeet Highway runs over Fed
eral land in the Blackfeet Reservation. 
· I have been studying national park prob
lems, first in Yellowstone and later in Gla
cier, for 47 years. The Western States which 
contain most of the national parks were out
maneuvered 20 years ago during the Ickes 
regime, when the Park Service took over the 
direction of the expenditure of millions of 
dollars for parkways in the Southeast such as 
the Blue Ridge Parkway and the Natchez 
Trace. Beginning at that time the amount 
of money annually appropriated for these 
Southeast parkways was about the same 
amount as the amount appropriated for the 
western national parks. I presume that this 
was brought about because Senators from the 
Southeastern States were in command of 
most of the committees. At any rate, the 
Natchez Trace, which memorializes Andy 
Jackson's route from Nashville to New Or
leans, and the Blue Ridge Parkway have no 
more national significance than the route of 
Lewis and Clark, but there is no hope that 
the Federal Government will ever build a 
road across the Northwest to commemorate 
the matchless expedition of Lewis and Clark. 

I predict that it is going to take a lot of 
effort on the part of all citizens of Montana 
and their Representatives to maintain the 
historic status of the relationship between 
the Federal Government and Glacier Park 
on the Blackfeet Highway. 

The aim of this letter is to call to your at
tention the concern which those of us who 
are connected with Glacier National Park 
view the future. This road for many years 
has been in very poor condition and the 
maintenance today is of a low order on ac
count of the lack of funds. Indeed, it is 
not too much to say that the Blackfeet High
way today is the poorest road in the State 
of Montana. The Great Falls Tribune and 
other papers have carried critical com
ments about this road as reported by 1954 
visitors. 

Yours truly, 
HOWARD H. HATS, 

Mr. D'EWART. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise ana extend 
my remarks and include a letter. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Montana? 

Xbere was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
CHAPTER VII 

INDEPENDENT OFFICES 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 

Salaries and Expenses 
For an additional amount for "Salaries 

and expenses," $414,000: Provided, That said 
appropriation shall be available for the hire 
of passenger motor vehicles and shall remain 
available until March 1, 1955: Provided, fur
ther, That the limitation under this head in 
the Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, 
1954, on the amount available for expenses 
of travel, is increased to "$222,000." 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. Chairman . I 
move to strike out the last word. ' 

Mr. Chairman, the first item under 
the heading of ''Independent offices" con
cerns the salaries and expenses of the 
Commission on Intergovernmental Re
lations. With some other Members of 
this body, I have the honor to be a 
member of that Commission. The sub:.. 
committee on appropriations in this bill 
cut down the requests which were ap
proved by the Bureau of the Budget 
from $460,000 to $414,000. 

At this time the House members of 
that Commission are not going to ask 
for a restoration of that $46,000. We 
will try to get along. However, I think 
it is only due to the House to let the 
~embers know that this Commission is 
actively at work. We have been meet
ing constantly and consistently month 
by · month from the beginning of the 
naming of the Commission. And we 
are making very excellent progress. 

I have here in this envelope a prelim
inary report c n the principles of the 
Federal-State relationship :-n this coun
try, which will be the basis of our re
port. We have a schedule of operations 
se.t up which will, we believe, result in 
the finishing of our work within the 
.allotted time, that is, by March 1, 1995. 

May I say to the Subcommittee on 
Appropriations for the Independent Of~ 
fices that if by the 1st of January we 
find that these funds are not sufficient 
·because of the deletion of the $46,000, 
we shall be back before the subcommit
tee asking for sufficient funds to com
plete our work. 

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. OSTERTAG. I want to associ
ate myself with the statement the gen
tleman from Iowa has just made. As a 
member of this Commission, I feel I can 
state that all the Members of the House 
·who are participating in the work of 
this. Commission highly applaud the ac
tivities and program of the Commission 
to date and the ultimate results this 
Commission will achieve in serving the 
principles of intergovernmental rela
tions. I would ask that we be permitted 
at this point in the RECORD to insert a 
joint statement which will detail the 
principles and the work of the Commis
sion up to this time. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Arkansas, a member of the 
Commission. 
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Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. I have asked 
the gentleman to yield only to subscribe 
to what he has said about the importance 
of the Commission's work. I hope we 
can complete our studies on the amount 
that has been allocated. I agree that 
there would be no point at this stage in 
asking for a further amount. 

I do not know when I have been as 
much impressed by the work of an ad
visory commission, and this is more than 
an advisory commission, as I have by the 
work of this Commission. I had some 
reservations about its importance and 
its potentialities when I went on the 
commission, but I am convinced that it 
is .rendering a great service. I hope the 
material the gentleman from Iowa will 
insert in the REcoRD will be read by the 
Members, because it is our hope that 
we will bring to the House a report that 
will have value, that it will not be a 
political document. I think if the Mem
bers could see the way the Commission 
goes about its work they would be con
vin.:!ed that there will be some construc
tive ideas that will mean a saving of 
money to the Federal Treasury and an 
improvement in the efficiency of both the 
State and Federal governments. 

This is due partly to the fact that the 
Commission is representative of both 
Federal and State Governments and of 
both political parties. It will be recalled 
that the minority was assured substan
tial representation by an amendment to 
the resolution setting up the Commis
sion offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. RAYBURN] and concurred in 
by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
HALLECK]. The chairman of the Com
mission, Mr. Kestnbaum, is doing a re
markable job and it is a delight to work 
with him and other members in explor
ing the complexities of our Government. 
I am confident that we will be able to 
supply some ideas for a better function
ing and appreciation of local, State, and 
National Governments. I am sure the 
gentleman from Iowa shares that feeling. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the comments made by my col
leagues, the gentleman from New York 
and the gentleman from Arkansas, both 
of whom are members of the Commis
sion. I appreciate their comments. At 
this point in the RECORD, I ask unani
mous consent to revise and extend my 
remarks and include a joint statement 
as to the progress of the Commission up 
to this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. Chairman, as 

part of my remarks, I include this joint 
statement on the part of Mr. OsTERTAG, 
Mr. GOODWIN, Mr. BROOKS HAYS, and 
myself: 
LEGISLATIVE ·HisTORY OF THE EsTABLISHMENT 

OF THE COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
RELATIONS 
The Commission on Intergovernmental 

Relations was established by Public Law 109, 
enacted by the 83d Congress on June 27, 
1953, and signed by President Eisenhower 
on July 10, 1953. 

This legislation was the culmination of 
many years of effort on the part of many 
Members of the Congress to provide for a 
reexamination of the philosophy, the basic 
structure, and the operation of the American 

Federal system. Concern had been ex
pressed in many quarters even before the 
Second World War about the need !or rein
vigoration of American federalism. After the 
close of the war, bllls were introduced in 
every Congress by Members of both major 
parties providing for the establishment of 
a commission charged with the task of study
ing the Federal system and recommending 
concrete measures designed to strengthen it. 

The first such bill appears to have been 
Senate Joint Resolution 90, 1st session, BOth 
Congress, sponsored by Senator Herbert R. 
O'Conor, of Maryland. Similar proposals 
were made in each subsequent Congress by 
several Members, including Senator RoBERT 
C. HENDRICKSON, of New Jersey, Senator 
HUBERT HUMPHREY, of Minnesota, and Rep
resentative HAROLD C. OSTERTAG, Of New York, 
all of whom were appointed to membership 
on the Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations at the time of its establishment. 

The first Hoover Commission authorized a · 
study of Federal-State relations of a general 
nature and received a report on the subject 
prepared by the Council of State Govern
ments. This Commission, however, recog
nized t~e need for a more intensive study 
of the current problems of federalism and 
made relatively few recommendations for 
alterations in o~r Federal system. Perhaps 
its major recommendation was one calling 
for "a continuing agency on Federal-State 
relations to be created with primary respon
sibility for study, information, and guidance 
in the field of Federal-State relations." 

The establishment of the present Commis
sion was requested of the Congress by Presi
dent Eisenhower in a special message on 
March 30, 1953. Observing that "the pres
ent division of activities by the Federal and 
State Governments, including their local 
subdivisions, is the product of more than a 
century and a half of piecemeal and often 
haphazard growth," the President. empha
sized the fact that a study of American 
federalism was urgently .needed. The legis
lation which became Public Law 109 was 
introduced in the Senate by Senator Robert 
A. Taft, of Ohio, and in the House by Rep
resentative CHARLES A. HALLECK, of Indiana. 

THE SCOPE OF THE COMMISSION'S WORK 
In essence, Public Law 109 charged the 

Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
with the tasks of making recommendations 
about a division of labor between Govern
ment at the national ievel and government 
at State and local levels, and about methods 
of financing the activities appropriate to 
these various levels. The preamble of the 
law, defining the general field of study given 
to the Commission, reads as follows: 

"Because any existing confusion and waste
ful duplication of functions and adminis
tration pose a threat to the objectives of 
programs of the Federal Government shared 
in by the States, including their political 
subdivisions, because the activity of the Fed-, 
eral Government has been extended into 
many fields which, under our constitutional 
system, may be the primary interest and 
obligation of the several States and the sub
divisions thereof, and because of the result
ing complexity to intergovernmental rela
tions, it is necessary to study the proper 
role of the Federal Government in relation to 
the States and their political subdivisions, 
with respect to such fields, to the end that 
these relations may be clearly defined and the 
functions concerned may be allocated to 
their proper jurisdiction. It is further neces
sary that intergovernmental fiscal relations 
be so adjusted that each level of government 
discharges the functions which belong with
in its jurisdiction in a sound and effective 
manner." 

The Congress charged the Commission 
particularly with responsibility for an exam
ination of the present system of Federal aid 
to States and their subdivisions. The Com
mission must evaluate the existing system of 

' 

Federal · aid and consider aiternatives to lt 
which might foster a more vigorous federal
ism than does· tlie Fed~ral system. 

THE COMPOSITION OF THE COMMISSION 
The Commission on Intergovernmental 

Relations is composed of 25 members-5 
Members of the Senate appointed by the Vice 
President, 5 Members of the House of Rep
resentatives appointed by the Speaker, and 
15 public members appointed by the Presi
dent. 

The present membership of the Commis
sion is as follows: 

Chairman, Meyer Kestnbaum, president, 
Hart, Schaffner & Marx Co. 

Vice chairman, Han. Alfred E. Driscoll, 
former Governor of New Jersey. 

Hon. Alice K. Leopold, secretary of the 
Commission and Director of Women's Bu
reau, Department of Labor. 

Hon. Oveta CUlp Hobby, Secretary, De
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Mr. John E. Burton, vice president, Cornell 
University. 

Mr. Lawrence A. Appley, president, Ameri
can Management Association. 

Dr. William Anderson, professor of politi
cal science, University of Minnesota. 

Hon. ·sam H. Jones, former governor of 
Louisiana. 

Hon. Charles Henderson, former mayor of 
Youngstown, Ohio. 

Hon. Clark Kerr, chancellor, University of 
California. 

Hon. Marion B. Folsom, Under Secretary 
of the Treasury. 

Gov. Allan Shivers, of Texas. 
Gov. Dan Thornton, of Colorado. 
Hon. John S. Battle, former governor of 

Virginia. 
Hon. Val Peterson, Federal Civil Defense 

Administrator. · 
Senator· Robert C. Hendrickson, Republi

can, New Jersey. 
Senator Andrew F. Schoeppel, Republican, 

Kansas. 
Senator Guy Cordon, Republican, Oregon. 
Senator Hubert M. Humphrey, Democrat, 

Minnesota. 
Senator Alton Lennon, Democrat, North 

Carolina. 
Representative Angier L. Goodwin, Repub

lican, Massachusetts. 
Representative James I. Dolliver, Republi

can, ~owa. 
Representative Harold C. Ostertag, Repub-

lican, New York. , 
Representative John D. Dingell, Democrat, 

Michigan. 
Representative Brooks Hays, Democrat, 

Arkansas. 
The Commission is assisted by an execu

tive director. Untll recently this position 
has been filled by Mr. Dudley A. White, but 
it is now vacant. 

The Commission's Research Division is 
headed by Dr. George C. S. Benson, president 
of Claremont Men's College, Claremont, Calif. 

DURATION OF THE COMMISSION'S STUDY 
The statute establishing the Commission 

provided that its final report was to be sub
mitted to the Congress and the President by 
March 1, 1954. Because of the enormity of 
the field of study, the 2d session of the 83d 
Congress recognized the impossibility of 
meeting this deadline and extended the life 
of the Commission to March 1, 1955. The 
Commission's final report is due no later 
than that date. 

PROGRESS OF THE COMMISSION 
The Commission has been meeting for 

1 or 2 days each month since-its initial meet
ing in September of 1953. The early meet
ings were devoted to the planning and the 
organization of the work to be undertaken·. 
More recent sessions have been occupied 
chiefiy with study and discussion of infor- · 
mation relevant to· the problems on which 
the Commission must make its recommenda-
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tions. The Commission has not yet arrived 
at the stage of making decisions on issues 
or of formulating recommendations. 

The Commission has adopted three major 
methods of securing the information re
quired for -objective judgments on the prob
lems which it must consider: (1) The cen
tral research staff provides information 
gained by original research and channels 
to the Commission the information obtained 
from other groups, whose assistance has been 
enlisted in special studies made for the Com
mission. (2) The Commission has further 
established a number of advisory commit
tees, comparable to the task forces of the 
Hoover Commission, from whom information 
and recommendations have been requested. 
Each one of these committees is engaged in 
a study of one functional area of Federal
State relations. (3) Finally, certain Gov
ernment agencies and private research organ
izations have conducted special studies for 
the Commission under contract. 

The following committees have been estab
lished to make reports to the Commission: 

Federal Aid to Welfare: Chairman, Dr. 
Robert W. French, vice president, Tulane 
University, New Orleans, La. 

Federal Payments in Lieu of Taxes and 
Shared Revenues: Chairman, Arthur E. B. 
Tanner, president, Waterbury Foundry, 
Waterbury, Conn. 

Federal Responsibility in the Field of Edu
cation: Chairman, Dr. Adam S. Bennion, 
vice president, Utah Power & Light Co., and 
former chairman of the Utah Public School 
Survey Commission. 

Federal Aid to Agriculture: Chairman, 
R. I. Nowell, vice president, Equitable Life 
Assurance Society, New York, N.Y. 

Conservation and Natural Resources: 
Chairman William S. Rosecrans, chairman, 
California Board of Forestry, and past presi
dent of the American Forestry Association. 

Federal-State Participation in Natural 
Disaster Relief: Chairman, Alfred E. Driscoll, 
former Governor of New Jersey and presi
dent of Warner-Hudnut Corp. 
. Federal Aid to Public Health: Chairman, 
Dr. Franklin D. Murphy, chancellor of the 
University of Kansas, Lawrence, Kans., and 
former dean of the School of Medicine, Uni
versity of Kansas, and former vice president 
of the Association of American Medical 
Colleges. 

Advisory Committee on Local Govern
ment: Chairman, Sam Jones, former Gover
nor of Louisiana. 

Federal aid to highways: Chairman, Clem
ent D. Johnston, president, United States 
Chamber of Commerce, and former chair
man, project for adequate roads. 

Administration of unemployment com
pensation and employment offices: Chair
man, Ernest F. Eberling, professor of eco
nomics, Vanderbilt University, chi@,f of re
search, Tennessee department of employ
ment security. 

The Committee on Federal Aid to High
ways has already submitted a report to the 
Commission, as has the Committee on Fed
eral-State Participation in Natural Disaster 
Relief. A report is expected in the near fu
ture from the Committee on Federal Pay
ments in Lieu of Taxes and Shared Reve
nues. Most of the other committees wlll re
port to the Commission no later than October 
1, 1955. 

Three committees have been constituted 
composed solely of members of the Com
mission. The Committee on Projects and 
Organization, under the chairmanship of 
Mrs. Alice K. Leopold, has had the responsi
bility for the concrete planning of the re
search work undertaken for the Commis
sion. The Committee on Historical Devel
opment and Principles of the American Fed
eral System has prepared a draft statement 
of the evolution of American federalism and 
has identified some abiding principles gov
erning Federal-State relations that appear 

in our history. Mr. Lawrence A. Appley is 
chairman of this committee. The commit
tee on grants-in-aid is engaged in a study 
designed to 'formulate general principles 
governing the extension of financial assist
ance by the Federal Government to States 
and their subdivisions. 

State impact studies: Because the exist
ing system of Federal aid to States and their 
subdivisions can be properly assessed only 
after an investigation of its effects within the 
States themselves, the Commission engaged 
five private research organizations to make 
studies of the impact of the system on se
lected typical States. Such studies were 
conducted in Connecticut, Kansas, Michi
gan, Mississippi, South Carolina, Washing
ton, and Wyoming. 

Reports from these firms on their find
ings have all been receive<.l by the Commis
sion and are being analyzed by th·e Com
mission and its staff. 

Similar studies are being made on a vol
untary basis by qualified groups in the 
States of California and New York. 

The Commission has further solicited in
formation and recommendations regarding 
some of the most difficult issues presented 
by the grants-in-aid system from State 
commissions on intergovernmental relations 
which exist in 21 States and from unofficial 
commissions established under private aus
pices in 23 States. 
HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT AND PRINCIPLES OF 

THE AMERICAN FEDERAL SYSTEM 

A basic report presenting the philosophy 
of the American Federal system has been 
prepared for the Commission by its com
mittee on principles and historical devel
opment of the American Federal system. 
This report is divided into three major sec-
tions: · 

1. The development of American feder
alism from the adoption of the Constitution 
to the present. 

2. An analysis of the forces tending to 
centralization versus the forces making for 
decentralization at the present time. 

3. A statement of the historic principles 
governing Federal-State relations which are 
appropriate to the present day. 

This document has been submitted to 15 
distinguished scholars and practicing attor
neys-all specialists in constitutional his
tory and constitutional law-for critical com
ment. After criticisms have been received 
from this panel of experts, the Commission 
is expected to take final action on this report. 

Clearly, the identification of the historic 
principles of the American Federal System 
is a prerequisite to the Commission's work in 
determining the proper sphere of Federal 
activity and the proper sphere of State-local 
activity in the areas which the various levels 
of government occupy at the present time. 
The opinions so far received from the critics 
to whom the document on the principles 
and the historic development of our Federal 
system has been submitted indicate endorse
ment of the general tenor of the statement 
which the Commission has under considera
tion. 

FUTURE PLANS 

The bulk of the research activity required 
as a basis for the decisions which the Com
mission will have to make will be completed 
during the month of October. The last 3 
months of this year will be devoted to con
sideration of the information which has been 
assembled for the consideration of the Com
mission. During this period the Commission 
will reach its decisions on the major ques
tions of policy on which it must pass. The 
first 2 months of 1955 will be given to the 
preparation, criticism, and revision of the 
Commission's final report. 

CONCLUSION 

No more important task has been under
taken by any of the study commissions 
which have been established for the guidance 

of the Congress in recent years than that 
assigned to the Commission on Intergo-vern
mental Relations. The subject matter with 
which this Commission deals is concerned 
with the very fundamentals of our Federal 
system of representative self-government. 
The recommendations which it will make 
will bear upon the maintenance of the very 
structure of the historic American system 
of government. The .Commission is perform
ing its duty with keen awareness of the 
grave responsibility which it bears. It con
fidently hopes to submit to Congress and the 
President a report which will point the way 
toward revitalization of federalism in the 
United States. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend
ment, to assure the gentlemen who have 
spoken and all others interested, that I 
know, speaking for all of the subcom
mittee, there is no opposition and no an
tagonism whatever on the part of the 
subcommittee to either of these Com
missions. I will take them both to .. 
gether and save the committee's time. 
The Commission on Organization of the 
Executive B.ranch of the Government, 
familiarly known as the Hoover Com
mission, and the Commission on Inter
governmental Relations, formerly known 
as the Manion Commission and now 
known as the Kestnbaum Commission. 
I want to say for my part, and speaking 
for all of the subcommittee, that Mr. 
Kestnbaum made an outstanding and 
very real impression upon our commit
tee. We just thought, and I say this in 
a semi-serious way, that you appointed 
us to consider the actual amount of 
money needed by an agency It ap
peared that there were certain areas 
of duplication. It appeared that time 
elements were involved; that is, the 
amount of money that could be spent 
within a certain time. I think this par
ticular agency, the Committee on Inter
governmental Operations, is doing. an ex
cellent job. So we in the subcommittee 
simply took 10 percent off of each of 
those 2 Commissions. I personally be
lieve they will get along all right with 
the money appropriated. If they do 
not, the gentleman from Massachusetts 
has suggested a way to amend the situ
ation. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Very willingly. 
Mr. DOLLIVER. I certainly appre

ciate the comments that have been made 
by the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Independent Offices, and I appreciate his 
offer of cooperation with our commit
tee. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. We would like to say, 
Mr. Chairman, that we would like to get 
a few more people down here like the 
present chairman of the Committee on 
Intergovernmental Relations. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
For expenses necessary for alteration of 

Federal buildings to provide facilities for ad
itional Federal judges as authorized by the 
act of February 10, 1954 (68 Stat. 8), and ad
ditional court personnel, and for expansion 
of existing court facilities, including costs of 
moving agencies thereby displaced from space 
in Federal buildings, $3 million, to remain 
available until June 30, 1956. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 
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The Clerk read as .follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CEDERBERG: On 

-page 12, line 21, after "1956·", insert Provided, 
That none of the funds herein appropriated 
shall be used for providing facilities at Flint, 
Mich." 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the amendment 
"On the ground that it is legislation on an 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
this is a limitation upon the appropria
tion bill rather than legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready 
to rule. The amendment offered by the 
-gentleman from ·Michigan is definitely 
a limitatiQn. The point of order is over-.:. 
ruled. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
this is probably one of the few notes for 
economy to be struck here this after.:. 
noon. The reason I offer this amend
ment is that it is known that the re
quest for additional courtroom facilities 
at Flint, Mich., in which to hold court 
in the eastern district of Michigan is en
tirely unnecessary. At the present time 
the court is held in Detroit, Mich., and in 
Bay City, Mich. We have adequate fa
cilities there without the expenditure of 
$179,400 more to put an additional court 
at Flint. Flint is located 45 miles from 
Bay City and approximately 60 miles 
from Detroit. In Bay City we have com
plete facilities for a Federal court, and 
I can say that the courtroom in Bay City 
is probably not used over 50 percent of 
the time. There is no excuse for not 
requiring the courts to be held where they 
are at the present time. Therefore, I 
definitely believe that the limitation 
should be placed in here. And I might 
say that my colleague the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. CLARDY], who rep
resents the city of Flint in the Congress, 
is entirely in agreement with it. 

I shall take up no further time of the 
Committee. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield. 
Mr. PHILLIPS. I think I may say, 

Mr. Chairman, no member of the sub
committee on this side is opposed to 
economy. We are glad to accept the 
suggestion of the gentleman from Michi
gan. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. CLARDY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, there is an idea quite 
generally believed that Congressmen are 
always in favor of economy provided 
that it does not affect their district. 
Well, today I hope to prove that this 
is not always true. I have not presented 
a single measure to this Congress seek
ing a single dollar of appropriation for 
my district. I have not voted to increase 
any of the appropriation measures, and 
I have voted consistently to reduce them. 
I am just as much opposed to the un
necessary expenditure of money in my 
own district as I am at any other point 
in the Nation, or abroad. 

When the basic legislation was before 
us seeking the addition of many more 
judges, I tried to make the point that 
we were saddling the taxpayers with ~ 

great deal more expense than some peo
ple seemed to think. Now the chickens 
are beginning to come home to roast. 
We are asked to spend a tremendous 
sum to provide each judge with a new 
courtroom and all that goes with it. 
But out in my district we are - really 
going hog wild. 

We have created ~ the new judges. 
Now we propose to ~Pend nearly $200,000 
at one place to construct suitable quar
ters. In so doing they plan to oust a 
number of people already on the payroll 
and place them in rented quarters else
.where in the city of Flint. How It\UCh 
added yearly cost this will bring I do-not 
think- anyone can estimate. And, of 
course, this endless chain will bring yet 
other and additional expenses as the 
story unfolds. 

When the original measure was be
fore us, I was the only member of the 
Michigan delegation who stood out in 
opposition to the whole idea-trying 
vainly to point out that we were sad
dling the taxpayers with a permanent 
additional cost that meant well up into 
the millions every year. Well, that bill 
was passed and now we are stuck. But 
I cannot see any need in going com
pletely crazy in trying to carry out and 
finish off the mistake we have already 
made. Why on earth we have to build 
new courtrooms at new places just be
cause we have new judges is beyond me. 
Does anyone suppose that all of the liti:.. 
gants to be served by these new court
rooms will come from the city where 
those courtrooms are located? Anyone 
who has ever practiced law knows that 
that simply is not the case. But even if 
we are going to build new courtrooms, 
for heaven's sake, let us be as economical 
and tightfisted as we can. It would be 
infinitely cheaper to try to rent space, 
but if we must build let us draw a tighter 
rein. 

When the original legislation was be
fore us I vainly tried to point out that 
the House was making yet other mistakes 
in my own district. This bill does not 
provide any money for courtrooms in 
Mason, the county seat of my home 
county, yet it is one of the places where 
court is supposed to be held. Do you 
know why no money is provided in this 
bill? Well, strange as it may seem, it 
is because the bureaucratic planners 
made a sad mistake. They actually suc
ceeded in picking a point where there is 
no Federal building they could alter or 
change to make over into a courtroom
and so they are stymied. When I made 
that point when the original measure 
was before us I was laughed out of court. 
Now they have to admit I was c-orrect. 
But that is not all. Mason is a lovely. 
but rather small county seat. It cannot 
possibly furnish hotel accommodations 
for lawyers and litigants. I tried to 
make the p.oint that the State capital, 
Lansing, should have been selected. 
There it would probably have been pos
sible to rent quarters in existing or in 
some of the new buildings the State and 
the city are erecting. 

Over in the district of my good friend, 
PAUL SHAFER, the bureaucrats are sty
mied once more. We have named Kala
mazoo, but 1Jley cannot find ~ building 

to remodel into a _ courtroom-~nd so this 
bill makes no provision for funds for 
that purpose. I have BO way of knowing:, 
but I am willing to -wager that the same 
extravagance and probably the same 
mistakes will be found repeatedly 
throughout this program. The whole 
idea ought to be junked and given an 
.entire going over at the next session. 

A few days ago I listened to Members 
plead for a huge addition for airport 
construction. Last year we thought we 
had nailed down the lid on that program. 
Now we have opened Pandora's box
.we have -set the stage for ever-increa-sing 
.demands for. more and bigger handouts. 
-We heard Member after-Member ask us 
to vote for that additional -money because 
there was an airport in their district 
that needed attention. Only Uncle Sam 
.can do -anything about it apparently. I 
came away from that session with a de
cided impression that many of us believe 
that we will not return to the House if 
we do not bring home the bacon in the 
way of projects for our own district. 
But you know I have the crazy idea that 
voters and taxpayers are the same peo
ple. And I have the further idea that 
they are a great deal more interested 
in our protecting their pocketbook than 
they are in voting concrete monuments 
to forever publish to the world how suc
cessful we have been in getting some
thing out of the public Treasury for our 
own district. I may be wrong, but I 
think the folks back home are a lot 
smarter than we sometimes give them 
credit for being. I hope the amendments 
I am supporting will be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. CEDERBERG]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. LANTAFF. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I take this opportunity 

to address certain questions to the chair
man of the subcommittee with-reference 
to this appropriation. On page 771, part 
2 of the hearings appears the request 
for funds needed to provide certain fa
cilities for the Federal courts at Miami, 
Fla. A breakdown of how those funds 
are to be expended appears on page 773 
and 774 in exhibits. 

I feel sure that the committee is well 
aw~re of the critical need for further 
Federal court facilities in Miami, the ex
tremely heavy and congested docket in 
the southern district of Florida, and the 
fact that with the confirmation of our 
new Federal judge, Emmett Choate, 
which has been recommended by the Ju
diciary Committee of the other body, the 
already critical space situation there will 
be further aggravated. In reducing the 
total appropriation request of $4,800,-
000 to $3 million, was it the intention of 
the committee to disapprove any of the 
additional courtroom facilities requested 
for Florida on page 771 of the he.arings? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. May J explain the 
situation. This came to us in a supple
mental bill as an amount of money 
needed to make alterations, remodeling, 
provide air conditioning, furniture and 
equipment, to pay the expenses of mov
ing and to pay the costs of design and 
supervision and to allow for contingen-
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cies. We did net go into the indi-vidual 
desirability of these things. We thought 
that had been settled. We simply took 
the list, looked it over and said that on 
the basis of the costs of doing these 
things already known to the Federal 
Government, the estimates were high. 
Certainly an estimate Qf more than a 
quarter of a · million- dollars f{)r con
tingencies that were unknown, the cost 
of alterations and repairs higher than 
we usually pay, and particularly, Mr. 
Chairman, the furniture and equipment, 
in which we said rather lightly perhaps 
in our report we thought justice could 
be dispensed just as well from a chair 
costing $100 as from one costing $275. 
The cost of furnishing these judges' 
chambers and courts are away beyond 
anything for Cabinet officers, for Sena
tors, or for .Congressmen. We thought 
the amount of money we took off did not 
result ·in any reduction, in elimination 
or any specific reduction. I might men
tion to the gentleman that certainly a 
Member from Florida and a Member 
from southern California will join in 
saying we would hardly want to reduce 
air conditioning. 

Mr. LANTAFF. That rumor was prev
alent, may I say to the gentleman from 
California, that the subcommittee was 
frowning on air conditioning in these 
courtrooms. I am ple~sed to hear the 
chairman say that no funds were elimi
nated for that purpose. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The only time we 
frown upon air conditioning is when 
Congress stays in session past July 31, 
then we begin to hope that the air con
ditioning will go wrong. · 

Mr. LANTAFF. Then am I correct in 
saying that the funds for air condion
ing the courtroms in Miami have been 
provided in this bill? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. LANTAFF. The reductions were 
based on what was determined to be an 
excessive cost per foot for construction, 
excessive moving costs and items of that 
type rather than to reduce the facilities 
requested? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman is cor
rect with respect to furniture and such 
details. 

Mr. CLARDY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CLARDY: Page 

12, line 12, strike out "$3 million" and insert: 
"$2,820,600." 

Mr. CLARDY. Mr. Chairman, all I 
need to say on the amendment is that 
you have adopted the major amendment 
which eliminated Flint. If you do not 
adopt this amendment you may just as 
well not have adopted the other one be
cause you will have left in the bill the 
money that the bureaucrats will spend 
somewhere else. Therefore I ask that 
the committee agree to this amendment 
so that the total amount will be reduced 
accordingly to prevent them from spend
ing it where the Congressman from the 
district agrees_ it should not be spent on 
the basis of ·$200;000 for 1 courtroom 
for 1 judge. · 

Mr. LANTAFF. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

C-721 

Mr. CLARDY. ·I yield to -the gentle-
man from Florida. -
. Mr. LANTAFF. Is the figure that the 
gentleman has used in his amendment 
based on the total amount requested for 
the facilities at Flint? 

Mr. CLARDY. It is the exact amount. 
Mr. LANTAFF.' In view of the state

ment· just made by the gentleman from 
California that in making this reduction 
the committee did not eliminate funds 
for any particular facility but reduced 
it on a square footage basis for all, would 
not the total amount of the gentleman's 
cut have the effect of affecting all of 
.the other courtroom facilities provided 
for in this bill? 

Mr. CLARDY. As I ·said, there are 
seven courtrooms for which the language 
is used that they do not know where they 
-are going to put them. They are un
determined as to where they are going to 
locate them. I do not think we are far 
wrong if we cut off a few thousand dol
lars. If the gentleman can tell me how 
much has actually been cut off I will be 
glad to accept an amendment to my 
amendment that will revise it. 

Mr. LANTAFF. I think the subcom
mittee could possibly best state that fig
ure in those areas where they were not 
ready to have facilities. ·The committee 
took that into consideration in making 
the reduction. 

Mr. CLARDY. There is nothing to in
dicate they have taken out the entire 
amount at the other seven places. I 
hope they have. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered· by -the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. CLARDY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CLARDY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CLARDY: On 

page 12, strike out lines 14 through 21, 
inclusive. 

Mr. CLARDY. Mr. Chairman, now I 
am g-iving you the works. What I am 
proposing by this amendment is to strike 
out every red cent that you are appro
priating for new courtrooms in order 
that there may be a more careful study 
and more time given to what you are 
doing. Do you realize that out of the 
30 new courtrooms you are providing, 
that if this document is correct, there 
are 7 of them in which it is said, "Loca
tion undetermined." 

May I point out that the total amount 
that it comes to for those seven is some 
$383,400 before the committee made any 
reduction. I do not know what they 
did, but that, to a country lawyer, is a 
whale of a lot of money. It seems to me 
when you are spending somewhere be
tween $125,000 and $150,000 to provide · 
1 courtroom for 1 judge in the various 
offices throughout the country, we ought 
to stop, look, and listen. This costs 
money, and you are going to not only 
spend this amount as the capital 
amount, but you are going to add addi
tional employees. Out in Flint, for in
stance-and I did not mention this be
fore, because I did not have the time
do you know what they are trying to do? 
And they are doing it all over the coun
try. They are going to throw people out 

of the post office in order to have rooms 
remodeled, which means that those peo
ple are going to have- outside offices 
leased and furnished at Government ex
pense from now on until perpetuity, as 
long as the Republic exists. I do not 
know how many hundred million dollars 
a year this is going to cost us, but unless 
we start out making some small sav
ings-probably the way we are spending 
billions of dollars-tllis $300,000 is chick
en feed. But to me it is a lot of money, 
and it seems to me we would be wise to 
put this off at least until the next session, 
until we have time to know where, for 
example, they are going to locate the 
2 Ol.lt in California, 1 down in Louisiana, 
I do not know-! will probably step on 
somebody's toes, which may defeat the 
passage of the amendment, but here is 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Texas, and 
West Virginia. Just imagine-in all of 
those places they managed to figure out 
that they are going to require $146,500 to 
remodel buildings that they do not even 
know where they are going to locate or 
find. Then there is air conditioning, 
$54,500, for buildings that they do not 
know anything about; $87,450 for furni
ture; $18,300 to move something-! do 
not know what--and for other things 
which come under the general heading 
of design they have got $102,500, and the 
contingencies amount to something like 
$71,000, contingencies for places they 
do not know anything about. It seems 
to me it is time we struck the entire item 
out, and I ask that the amendment be 
adopted. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, as far 
as this side is concerned, we are glad to 
accept the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan. Apparently 
it is designed to bring about a much
needed retrenchment in several strategic 
sections of the country. We cannot go 
far wrong in maintaining the status quo 
in the locations indicated. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The situation is this: The Congress of 
the United States has already decided 
that there shall be certain of these new 
judges and certain places provided for 
them to sit. The job of the Committee 
on Appropriations was to provide the 
money. That we have done. I do not see 
offhand how we can go back on the ac
tion of the Congress by adopting an 
amendment, to deny all the money, 
offered on the floor without previous con
sideration. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. The opportunity does 
not often present itself for me to speak 
on any matter that is of particular in
terest back in my district, but it just so 
happens that Indiana has gotten along 
with two judges, for 4 million people, for 
years and years. We were assigned 2 
new judges, under an arrangement pro
viding for a session of court to be held 
in Lafayette, Ind. 

A post office building was built there 
some years ago with appropriate rooms 
for a court. There are certain other ex
penses incident to the establishment of 
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that court that will have to be met. I 
cannot quite understand the reason for 
undertaking to strike from this bill all of 
the funds that would be needed to meet 
the situation which, as the gentleman 
from California [Mr. PHILLIPs] has said, 
we have created by the legislation we en
acted establishing these courts, and 
which are to be staffed by judges and 
the other necessary personnel. 

Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield. 
Mr. BELCHER. If we are going to 

hire a judge, are we not going to have to 
provide him a courtroom in which to hold 
court? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I was about to make 
that statement in closing, that having 
provided for these judges, we must buy 
them something to sit on. 

Mr. CLARDY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. CLARDY. Would the gentleman 
have any objection to an amendment 
that would make it necessary for judges 
to sit where courtrooms already exist, 
eliminating only those where you are go
ing to provide new courtrooms at tre
mendous expense, which will call later 
for expansion? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. May I correct the 
gentleman? I have a good deal of sym
pathy for his position on this matter. 
May I say that the amounts of money 
which the gentleman named for such 
things as air conditioning and other pur
poses are not the amounts which appear 
in this bill. Those are the amounts that 
were submitted to the subcommittee, but 
when the subcommittee got through, they 
were reduced. · 

Mr. CLARDY. I stated that I did not 
know how much the committee had re
duced them, but I feel, figuring on the 
same basis, that there would still be over 
$300,000 which could be eliminated. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that debate on this 
amendment do now close. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. CLARDY]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

purposes of the National Science Founda
tion Act of 1950, as amended (42 U. S. c. 
1861-1875), as they pertain to the United 
States program for the International Geo
physical Year, $1,500,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. YATES: On 

page 13, line 22, strike out the figure 
"$1,500,000" and insert "$2,500,000." 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is offered to correct the 
illogical conclusion attained by my 
usually logical and very able associates 
on the Appropriations Committee, who 
cut this appropriation by 40 percent. 

This appropriation for the International 
Geophysical Year is to finance the United 
States share of a thrilling scientific ex
periment in which scientists from more 
than 3() nations have joined in a world~ 
wide study of the physical properties 
of the world-its crust, its interior, its 
oceans, and its atmosphere. This ex
periment will involve every major land 
and sea mass. Its measurements will 
extend from extreme ocean depths to a 
height of more than 100 miles above the 
surface of the earth. It is an experiment 
that cannot be deferred since it is set to 
take place at a time during a period of 
sun-spot maximum-and I submit that 
this is a factor quite beyond the control 
of the App~priations Committee and of 
Congress. 

This magnificent venture is important 
for many reasons. It is particularly ap
propriate at this very troubled time when 
international tensions are mounting, 
This endeavor is marked by no tensions, 
but rather by a spirit of friendship. It 
is constructive. It completely avoids 
power politics. The best scientific minds 
of 30 countries are generously offering 
their talents for the benefit of all man
kind. Mutual undertakings such as this 
one truly promote better understanding 
between nations and establish bonds for 
peace. The International Geophysical 
Year will help the world go round, in 
more ways than one. 

Secondly, the scientific data gathered 
by this conquest of many of the mys
teries which surround man's life on this 
planet will extend to remote regions 
never before invaded and will be of in
finite value to man's progress. Mem
bers of this House are necessarily trav
elers. They are called upon frequently 
to fly to and from their districts. This 
experiment will make the voyages not 
only of Members of the Congress, but of 
all air travelers more comfortable and 
safer by furnishing data to improve com
munications between planes and stations 
along the ground, as well as giving more 
precise information about conditions 
through the skies in which planes must 
fly. 

Is it important to the people whom 
you represent to know when drought or 
rain or flood, or snow, or freezing ice 
will occur? Is it of interest to the peo
ple of your district to be warned more 
quickly of the possibility of their being 
caught up in the destructive whirl of 
tornadoes or the roaring, ripping frenzy 
of hurricanes? Of course it is. This 
study will offer better information on 
the causes of such natural phenomena 
and the possibility of dealing with them 
and dissipating their destructiveness. Is 
it important to those of us who live in 
cities to know the causes of choking 
smog and harmful air pollution? It cer
tainly is. This investigat1on will fur
nish knowledge valuable to the eradica
tion of such conditions. 

This program is tremendous in scope. 
Surveying and measuring stations will 
be established all over the world, in trop
ical and temperate climates, and in polar 
regions. The weather that we enjoy in 
Washington or Chicago or Los Angeles 
or Miami Beach has its origin many 
thousands of miles away in a set of com
plex events related to the sun's activity 

and to conditions in the oceans. Today 
we operate without adequate knowledge 
of these conditions and how they build 
up or evaporate as they move toward us. 
A sudden storm this year, unpredicted 
because basic knowledge was inadequate 
and did not permit exact forecasting, 
had as one of its consequences the de
struction of aircraft valued at $10 mil
lion, aircraft which could have been 
flown a way had the storm prediction 
been possible. In recent atomic tests in 
the Marshall Islands, Japanese ships 
were showered with radioactive atomic 
particles as a result of unknown atmos
pheric winds which carried the particles 
to unexpected regions. The horrors of 
the hydrogen bomb are as r~othing com
pared with those of its big brother, the 
cobalt bomb, explosion of which has 
never been attempted because it is feared 
that its destructive searing radioactive 
particles will be caught in high atmos
pheric gales and transported around the 
world. 

The nature and structure of the earth 
profoundly affects the growth and de
velopment of each nation and intimately 
influences the relation of one nation 
with another. Regions which today are 
fertile and fruitful are undergoing trans
formations that may make them sterile 
and uninhabitable. Areas now popu
lated and heavily industrialized may in 
the future disappear beneath the oceans 
if the present warming up of the polar 
regions· long continues. Let me invite 
the attention of the Members from 
Florida to the importance of this ex
periment by quoting Dr. Gould's testi
mony which appears on page 925 of the 
hearings: 

We know since 1900 that the climate or 
weather of the polar region has been warm
ing up at an unprecedented rate. I! it goes 
on at the present rate, in 25 or 50 years we 
will be using the Arctic Ocean for naviga
tion. I do not believe the Antarctic icecap 
will melt enough to worry you and me; but 
if all the ice started to melt at some time 
in the future, it would submerge Florida. 

While this experiment serves the cause 
of international peace, it also serves our 
national defense. A few weeks ago the 
Christian Science Monitor carried the 
story of the Soviet rocket threat, and I 
quote the first three paragraphs: 

One day, perhaps within a very few years, 
it is possible that a new star may appear in 
American skies as a spectacular announce
ment that soviet engineers have begun the 
practical conquest of space. 

Right now they are working hard on a 
superrocket that will have the power of 10 
battleships and that may eventually be used 
to establish a spaceship that would hang in 
the sky and circle the earth like a second 
moon. If such a ship ever does appear as 
an unexpected and brilliant object in the 
night sky it wlll be a grim indication that 
Soviet engineers may have developed the 
know-how to drop atomic missiles on any 
point of the earth they choose. 

According to George P. Sutton, supervisor 
of the aerophysics department of North 
American Aviation, Inc., this is more than 
just a possibil1ty. It is an announced goal 
of Soviet military scientists toward which 
they are working with the intensity with 
which they tackled the hydrogen bomb, 

If the attack by Soviet rockets occurs 
it will have to come through the regions 
above the stratosphere in the ionosphere 
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which is -to-be- part of the study. The 
formulation of a defense to this type of 
attack must inevitably depend upon 
knowledge of the upper regions. Our ap· 
proval of this undertaking is imperative. 

-As a matter of fact, when I listened 
to the expert witnesses who testified be· 
fore our subcommittee, the greatest 
geophysicists in our country, I could not 
escape the feeling that they were pio· 
neers for· interplanetary travel. They 
have already sent radar beams to the 
moon and back. Dr. Berkner told us 
that he hoped shortly to be able to send 
beams to the sun and back. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? -

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
. from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. I should like to compli~ 
ment the gentleman on studying and 
bringing this subject before us in this 
way for two reasons: First, this m~tter 
of abstract research which seems so far 
away turns out to be the very founda· 
tion of the anti-Communist struggle, as 
we are finding out today; and second 
and very importantly, we have to de
velop and develop far better than we are 
doing, the resources of our earth if we 
are to keep pace with our own problems. 
I think a Member who studies a subject 
as abstract as this in an effort to bring 
it to our attention in the way the gen
tleman is doing is entitled to the grati· 
tude of all of us. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 
for his remarks. 

The cost of the entire worldwide sur· 
vey is anticipated to be $100 million of 
which the amount contributed by the 
United States would be $13 million and 
that contributed by the other nations 
$87 million. The_ appropriation in this 
supplemental bill is the first installment. 
The appropriation request of the Na· 
tiona! Science Foundation was $2% mil· 
lion. The sum approved by my subcom· 
mittee was $1,500,000. The amendment 
I have· offered is to restore the cut made 
by the Appropriations Committee, be
cause the committee's cut seems to me 
to, ·be illfounded, both in reason and in 
logic. This is no giveaway program. 
This is a joint ventu.re and offers us the 
opportunity to exercise world leadership 
for human progress. Why should we 
hesitate to participate wholeheartedly in 
a prograin admittedly beneficent which 
serves all mankind? Why at the very 
beginning, should we show reluctance 
to cooperate with other participating 
nations by cutting the funds necessary 
and agreed upon for our participation? 
Should we not rather show enthusiasm 
and encourage other nations to join 
wholeheartedly in the effort? 

Particularly does. this cut not make 
sense because this is only the first in· 
stallment on the total cost to be borne 
by the United States. On any basis of 
analysis and reasoning, it is obvious that 
$2% million will have to be spent. The 
testimony before our committee shows 
that of this sum only $32,000 is for per· 
sonal services and the balance is for the 
purchase and construction of necessary 
instruments and machinery, much of 
which will require at least 2 years to 
obtain. ~ appropriations c.ut at thi~ 

time will be especially harmfUl-because 
it will delay procurement by 6 months. 
We shall not again be called upon to 
consider a further appropriation for this 
purpose until the regular meeting -of our 
Appropr-iations Subcommittee next 
spring, a delay wt~ich will throw the 
whole program out of kilter. If the total 
sum requested is ultimately found to be 
excessive, would it not be more logical 
and proper to make the reduction after 
the program is underway and there is a 
better appreciation of its actual cost? 

No, Mr. Chairman, this cut at this criti· 
cal time does not make sense. I urge 
that my amendment be adopted. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment. 

The situation is as follows, as I am 
informed: 

There is the appropriation of $12,250,-
000, of which $8,400,000 is for support of 
basic research. Three million dollars of 
this amount was earmarked by Congress 
for support of basic research formerly 
supported by the Department of Defense. 
One and three-tenths million dollars of 
the $8.4 million available was obligated 
by the National Science Board for re· 
search grants approved at its May meet
ing. 

The Foundation had -on hand on July 
1 of this year more meritorious research 
proposals than it could support with the 
entire $8.4 million available. In addi
tion, the Foundation expects to receive 
during the balance of the year at least 
$30 million more in meritorious new re· 
search · proposals. Therefore, it seems 
perfectly obvious that we would be cut
ting back the program very severely by 
following the committee's recommenda
tion. There appears in the hearings the 
following letter from President Eisen
hower, which bears definitely on the 
point before us, and should be weighed 
carefully by all who are interested in 
supporting his program. 

'nte l~tter is as .follows: 
DEAR DR. BARNARD: I appreciate your letter 

with respect to the United States program 
!or participation in the international geo
physical year. 

I am glad to support this undertaking. It 
is a striking example of the opportunities 
which exist for cooperative action among the 
peoples of the world. As I understand it, 
some 30 nations will unite their scientific 
resources for a simultaneous effort, extend
ing over 2 years, to penetrate the basic geo
physical f~rces which govern the natural en
vironments in which we live. Under espe
cially favorable conditions, scientists of many 
nations will wox:k together in extending man's 
knowledge of the universe. The findings of 
this research will be widely disseminated 
throughout the world, aiding in the further 
development of telecommunications, avia
tion, navigation, and weather forecasting. It 
is doubtful whether any single nation could 
undertake such a program. Acting in con
cert, each participating nation, contributing 
within its means, secures. the benefits .of the 
program. 

The United States has become strong 
through its diligence in expanding the fron
tiers of scientific knowledge. Our technology 
is built upon a solid foundation of basic 
scientific inquiry, which must be continuous
ly enriched if we are to make further prog
ress. The international geophysical year is a 
unique opportunity to advance science, while 
at the same time. it holds the promise of 

guater -technologlcal gains both for ourselves 
and for other .nations. , 

I am sure that . our participation in this 
far-reaching effort will very · materiallY. 
strengthen our bonds with the many coop
erating nations and make a constructive con.; 
tribution toward the solution of mutual 
problems. 

Sincerely, 
DWIGHT D. EisENHOWER. 

I do hope we will take into considera
tion the actual facts confronting the 
foundation fiscally and also take into 
consideration this very important mes
sage from the President of the United 
States. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HESELTON. I yield. 
Mr. PRIEST. I want to express my 

appreciation to the gentleman for the 
statement he has just made. He and 
I have discussed this matter personally. 
I believe most of the members of my 
committee, which handles the authoriz
ing legislation for this foundation, feel 
rather' strongly that this is a legitimate 
request and that it is an important one. 
I hope the committee will adopt the 
amendment. 

Mr. HESELTON. I should add this to 
something Dr. Waterman had to say to 
the subcommittee: 

The geophysical year is entirely separate 
and distinct from the regular programs of 
the National Science Foundation. 

It has been established by the Presi
dent under a separate appropriation 
title. 

Mr: PHILLIPS. I do not want to dis
turb the gentleman or take up his time, 
but I do want to point out that inter
esting as his discussion is regarding the 
geophysical year and interesting as it is 
to me personally, my subcommittee is 
not in the least opposed to the geophysi
cal year. 

Mr. HESELTON. If I have left any 
impression to that effect, of course, I do 
not mean to do that. I compliment the 
subcommittee upon their recognition of 
the importance of this. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. We think it is a good 
idea-the whole argument before us is 
where is the money going to come from, 
which question I will discuss on my own 
time. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HESELTON. I yield. 
Mr. YATES. Does not the gentleman 

believe that it is incongruous to approve 
a request for an appropriation of $2% 
million, and then to allow only $1% mil
lion in supplemental funds, and then tell 
the National Science Foundation that if 
it wants this international geophysical 
year, to strike out the money on the ap
provals already given to basic research 
and use $1 million of those funds for the 
geophysical year? 

Mr. HESELTON. I most certainly do. 
It is a rescission retroactively. The 
President recommended $14 million. The 
other body approved $14 million, but the 
House only approved $11 million. The 
final result was $12,250,000. Conse
quently, the Foundation will be in serious 
difficulties if we do not adopt this amend
ment. 
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As has been stated purchases of ma
chinery and equipment must be made. 
A good deal must be done in prepara
tion. This is not part of the Founda
tion's regular, important program. Lit
tle enough is being done in the vital field 
of basic research. Those who recognize 
the soundness of President Eisenhower's 
strong recommendation will certainly 
support this amendment. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, unless the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. PRIEST] wishes 
time to speak, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on the pending amend
ment close in 5 minutes. 

Mr. PRIEST. I do not care to pro
long the debate further and I will be 
content if the gentleman will yield to 
me to make just one statement. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PRIEST. With further reference 

to what the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES] just said, I feel very strongly 
that the subcommittee is fully conver
sant with the situation which has devel
oped here. I believe they are in sym
pathy with the objective. It does seem 
to me it places the National Science 
Foundation in a rather. unfavorable po
sition when they are required, if they go 
through with this program, to take from 
their regular program commitments 
which have already been made. I hope 
the distinguished chairman of that par
ticular subcommittee will take that fully 
into consideration in whatever he may 
have to say to the House. I thank the 
gentleman for having yielded to me at 
this time. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I assure the gentle
man that the commitments have not 
already been made. We were careful to 
inquire on that subject before we put 
out this supplemental, and having in
quired, and having found that the com
mitments had not been made, we then 
suggested that the NSF do not make 
them until they read the supplemental 
bill. 

Mr. JONAS of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield. 
Mr. JONAS of North Carolina. Is it 

not also true that the National Science 
Foundation, out of regular funds, has 
been preliminarily supporting this proj
ect for 2 years plus? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. That is also correct. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield at that point? 
Mr. PIDLLIPS. I will yield later. 
Mr. Chairman, let us see what the 

situation is regarding this. There is no 
argument in my committee regarding the 
geophysical year. We think it is all 
right, we think the NSF ought to spend 
the $2% million that my friend from 
Illinois thinks it ought to spend, but 
we do not see the need for haste, and 
we are positive that it can come out of 
the money for the National Science 
Foundation, which has authority and 
supervision over this. They have been 
getting a little more money each year 
regularly, I would say a good increase 
in the appropriation for the work they 

do. Whether they are doing it well or 
not is not under debate; most of us 
think they are doing it all right. 

Last year the National Science Foun
dation had $8 million. We gave them 
an additional $3 million to take care of 
work which was to be transferred to 
them. Ther. in the other body, $1,250,000 
was added to that, on what I will say 
was a minimum of justification. So 
when this came up we said to the NSF 
on the basis of their own testimony that 
part of the work in the geophysical 
year-which was to work out a program 
of benefit to the same young scientists 
that come under the National Science 
Foundation-we said we would cut it 
a million and then take a million out 
of their fund. I have a letter in front 
of me addressed to the Senate com
mittee by the Director of the National 
Science Foundation, in which he does 
not like the idea at all, but in which he 
says they will use the million dollars 
for that. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for half a minute 
for one observation? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas. _ 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I think 
this is really a tempest in a teapot. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes, it is. 
Mr. THOMAS. There is no one on the 

fioor, certc~.inly no one on our subcom
mittee, who is against this work. It 
ought to be done. By the same token 
there is not a man on this fioor nor is 
there anybody in the National Science 
Foundation who knows within 25 percent 
of what it is going to cost. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman is 
right. 

Mr. THOMAS. There are 18 nations, 
perhaps, who will participate in it, and, 
of course, pay their fair share when they 
know what that is. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. THOMAS. This is not going to be 
started until 1957. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. THOMAS. It is going to last 1, 2, 
or maybe 3 years. When they get far 
enough to know what it is going to cost 
then the subcommittee is going to give 
them the money. They cannot possibly 
use this money now. They do not know 
what it is going to cost. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield. 
Mr. YATES. In reply to what the dis

tinguished and able gentleman from 
Texas has said, there is no doubt in 
anybody's mind but what this machin
err has to be purchased and paid for. 

Mr. THOMAS. What machinery, and 
what are you going to pay for? 

Mr. YATES. You are going to pay 
for it on the basis of the justifications. 
They came to our committee and showed 
need for $2 Y2 million of this machinery 
to be purchased at this time. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. When I was in high 
school I learned about the theory of 
checks and balances provided by the 
Constitution of the United States. Since 
coming to Congress I have learned 
something too about checks and bal-

ances, because we try to balance the 
budget and the other body is very lib
eral with the checks. This is going over 
to the other body where it will be con
sidered. Why not let nature take its 
course? 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. HESELTON. May I just quote 
from a letter dated July 18, signed by 
Mr. Alan T. Waterman, Director of the 
National Science Foundation? He 
states: 

The foundation carried over on July 1, 
1954, more research proposals of high caliber 
than it wlll be able to support during the 
entire 1955 fiscal year. We will assuredly 
receive more research proposals this year 
than last. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

The CHAmMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. YATES]. · 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision <demanded· by Mr. YATES) there 
were-ayes 36, noes 59. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT CORPORA• 
TION 

The St. Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation is hereby authorized to make 
such expenditures within the limits of 
funds and borrowing authority available to 
it and in accord with law, including not to 
exceed $250,000 for administrative expenses, 
and to make such contracts and commit
ments without regard to fiscal year limita
tions as provided in section 104 o! the Gov
ernment Corporation Control Act, as 
amended, as may be necessary in carrying 
out its authorized functions for the fiscal 
year 1955: Provided, That said funds shall be 
available for the acquisition of not to exceed 
two passenger motor vehicles from excesses 
.reported by other agencies, or from forfei
.tures; for services as authorized by section 
15 of the act of August 2, 1946 (5 U. S. , C. 
55a), at rates for individuals not to exce~d 
$100 per day; and the administrator is au

·thorlzed, subject to the procedures prescdbed 
by section 505 of the Classification Act of 
1949, to place not more than 4 positions in 
grade 16, 17, or 18 of the General Schedule 
established by said act, and such position s 
shall be in addtion to the number aut hor· 
ized by said section. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, we got down a squirrel 
hole a little while back on the matter 
of the Veterans' Administration. I have 
no desire to take a lot of time on the 
subject but I want to straighten out 
some things, particularly for the benefit 
of my friends in the areas where they 
have had letters regarding veterans' 
hospitals. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, we are 
not following the direct limitations or 
budget recommendations of the Bureau 
of the Budget and we have not been for 
2 years. We are taking the number of 
beds determined by the Veterans' Ad
ministration itself. We tied that to the 
amount of money which the VA needs 
for those beds at their own figure. If 
anybody questions the amount of money 
in the regular bill, they have only to 
turn to page 804 of the hearings on the 
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supplemental bill now before you and 
you will see there a letter from the Ad
ministrator of the Veterans' Administra
tion giving the amount of money needed. 
As I said before, the number of beds 
occupied was· raised above the author
ized average. So in this supplemental 
bill we have given them an -aditional 
amount. 

I want to say that just appropriating 
money for a hospital does not open beds, 
as you well know, Mr. Chairman. You 
have to have nurses, doctors·, technicians 
and psychiatrists. Time and time again 
you have been given information about 
beds being closed in hospitals which were 
not closed at all. · 

When we talk · about the Brockton 
Hospital, let us be fair. Let us say it 
-was poor judgment on the part of the 
Veterans' Administration. But no beds 
were closed. The VA simply decided in 
these few months not to open additional 
beds. I think that was poor judgment. 
But remember that the cost per bed per 
day for the Brockton Hospital was $34 a 
day and that the average cost for ' that 
type of hospital ought to be about $13 
or $14 at the most and has been lower 
than that. 

All I can say is that Congress has 
been trying very hard to tie these figures 
down. We are trying to give the man
agers of the hospitals more authority. 
In the case of the hospital in St. Louis, 
that is a brand new hospital and is de
veloping its bed capacity. 

This is a general medical and surgical 
hospital, and what we need beds for is 
NP's and not for general medical and 
surgical. So, I do not want the state
ment made on the floor that this House 
had cut an appropriation; that we took 
a figure from the Bureau of the Budget 
·and said that is it. We did not do that 
last year nor this year. And, I want 
.you to understand, if you turn to part 
TII of the hearings on the appropriation 
bill, first you will turn to page 2970 when 
the representatives of the American 
Legion were heard, they said, in part: 

we are very -much pleased with the action 
of this committee' and the results of what 
you provided for what is termed "hospital 
inpatient care for the current fiscal year." 

A very interesting statement appears 
!rom the young AMVETS: 

AMVETS are aware of the tremendous 
problems facing the Independent Offices 
Subcommittee as it considers VA appropria
tions. • • • We have consistently attempted 
to indicate to the American public our be
lief that any program not good for the coun
try as a whole cannot ultimately be of bene
fit to veterans. • • • We pledge to you our 
continuing support in arriving at this 
cherished goal. 

I think we are working out of what 
has been a difficult problem in the past 
and I feel our friends who are concerned 
on the floor today need have no further 
concern. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. I agree with what the 
gentleman has stated about our commit
tee asking the Veterans' Administration 
as to the amount of funds needed for 
medical care and that we gave them 

that amount of money. I stated I 
thought the Bureau of the Budget was 
a stumbling block in that procedure, 
and I cited to the gentleman the testi
mony on page 836 of the hearings where
.in Mr. Brundage, who appeared before 
our subcommittee, stated that it pro
posed to see that the operation was car
ried on on a minimum basis. I asked 
him what he meant by "minimum basis," 
and I thought he said that usual stand
ards were not to be carried out on the 
same basis as they had been in the past. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
For construction, installation, and equip

ment of temporary or permanent public 
works, naval installations, and facilities for 
the Navy, as authorized by the act of June 
16, 1948 (62 Stat. 459), the act of September 
28, 1951 (Public Law 155, 82d Cong.), the act 
of July 14, 1952 (Public Law 534, 82d Cong.), 
and the act of --, 1954 (Public Law -, 
H. R. 9242, 83d Oong.); including not to ex
ceed $2,500,000 for advance planning as au
thorized by section 504 of saiq act of Septem
ber 28, 1951; furniture for public quarters; 
personnel in the Bureau of Yards and Docks 
and other personal services necessary for the 
purposes of this appropriation; and engi
neering and architectural services as author
ized by section 3 of the act of April 25, 1939 
(34 U. S. 0. 556); $73,517,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
· Amendment offered by Mr. RIVERS: Page 
17, line 4, str*e out the figure "$73,517,000" 
and insert the figure "$140,000,000." 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 
additional minuteo. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

There was no objection . 
Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, my 

amendment raises the Navy appropria
tion for military public works from 
$73,517,000 to $140 million, which is the 
amount which the President has asked 
that the Congress appropriate, as well 
as the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Comptroller of the Department of De
fense. Our Committee on Armed Serv
·ices held hearings on the projects con
tained in this bill and enumerated in 
the report accompanying this bill. We 
approved a certain figure, and it went 
before the Committee on Appropriations, 
and they likewise approved the projects 
but directed the Navy to build them from 
money which it was alleged now existed 
in the Department of the Navy, that is, 
$300 million. I got in touch with the 
Navy Department and they claim they 
do not have $300 million from which 
these projects may be constructed. I 
got in touch with the Chief of Logistics 
of the Navy and asked him whether or 
not the money was available. He said 
the money was not available and. they 
did not have $300 million that these proj
ects could be constructed with. 

Here is the important thing. Two out 
of three of these items which were given 
the blessing of the Committee on Appro
priations would have to be eliminated if 
the $73 million figure in the bill were 
retained. 

But I did not stop there. I talked with 
2 or 3 members of the Committee on 
Appropriations. I talked with one in 
particular, and he said, "If you want to 
find out what the figure is, contact the 
Comptroller of the Department of De
fense." I contacted the Comptroller of 
the Department of Defense and asked 
him to give me the figures on this. Also 
I found out that at that very time they 
were appearing before the Senate com
mittee on this proposition. I asked them 
.what their position was going to be and 
they said they had a statement that they 
were giving to the Senate committee. I 
·have a copy of that statement here and 
I should like to read it to the Committee: 

The Navy currently has an unobligated 
balance of $300 million. About $166 million 
is committed for ·planned ·construction; an
other $80 million is reserved for construc
tion temporarily deferred because of lack of 
base rights, land acquisition, design criteria, 
necessity for additional engineering data 
and similar difficulties. The balance is be
ing held to cover anticipated contingent 
costs, Bureau administrative expenses and 
technical collateral. 

Technical collateral, I may add, covers 
many things which are highly technical 
but which are very vital to the program 
of construction. 

It can be seen that roughly $130 to $140 
million of the current unobligated balance 
is tied up in normal operations so that only 
a portion of the · unobligated balance is 
available for new work. 

In order to carry out a balanced program 
throughout the year unobligated funds 
must be available for commitment during 
the last months of the fiscal year in order 
that obligations may be promptly incurred 
in the beginning of a new fiscal year. It is 
.considered that approximately $200 million 
in unobliga~ed funds represents the mini

. mum requirement of all the above factors-

That is the safety factor-
to operate an orderly and effective public 
works program. 

Anticipated obligations of $240 million in 
fiscal year 1955, together with the $140 mil
lion in new funds requested, will result in 
an estimated unobligated balance of $200 
million at the end of fiscal year 1955. An 
unobligated balance less than this amount 
would disrupt the orderly planning and 
progress of essential work. For this reason 
an appropriation of $140 million-

ThiS is the Secretary of Defense speak
ing; this is the Comptroller of the De
partment of Defense-
an appropriation of $140 million for fiscal 
year 1~55 is required. 

Based on the fiscal year 1955 public works 
authorization bill passed by the Congress, 
the Navy funding program is now $220,044,-
000. Even with the appropriation of the 
$140 million recommended by the President 
and use of $67,307,000 from savings and de
ferral of previously funded projects, the De
partment of the Navy will have to defer 
construction of urgent projects in the fiscal 
year 1955 public works program in the 
amount of $14,353,000. A reduction of $140 
million to $73,517,000 will necessitate defer
ral of additional projects in the program in 
the amount of $64,867,000. Deferral of only 
$3,010,000 of the latter amount can be ac
cepted without seriously impairing the 
Navy's ability to execute its worldwide mis
sion adequately. The balance of $61;857,000 
represents the estimated cost of urgent proj
ects in the program. Deferral of these will 
reduce the operational effectiveness of the 
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Navy, wm hln<ter the Navy's exercising eco
nomical management and preclude the pro
vision of proper personnel housing. 

Department of the Navy public works pro
gram, both annual and long range, are kept 
under continuous study. The program sub
mitted to the Congress this year was, from 
its inception, based on only urgent and 
essential projects and has been trimmed of 
every questionable item by repeated critical 
review in the Department of Defense and 
Bureau of the Budget. A study by the De
partment of the Navy of the effects of the 
House Appropriations Committee action on 
this program indicates that it will be neces
sary to defer the construction of urgent and 
essential projects. It is emphasized that the 
urgency of these projects is such that delay
ing their funding until fiscal year 1956, or 
even later, involves more risk than should 
be accepted. 

That is the statement that they made 
before the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee. 

The Armed Services Committee of the 
House screens these projects to the best 
of our capacity. The Appropriations 
Subcommittee of the House gave them 
their blessing. I know about the discrep
ancy in the testimony, may I say to the 
chairman of the committee, the gentle
man from Wisconsin, and the rest of the 
members of his committee, but I have 
gone to the fountainhead wherever I 
could find it to get the information. I 
went to the Navy, and I went to the head 
of the budget in the Defense Depart
ment, and he said that the President's 
program is a bare minimum and that the 
risk of a further cut should not be as
sumed. 

This is my position. I know some proj
ects in my own district. I know about 
them. They tell me that 2 out of 3 of 
these projects would be cut. One of them 
is moving a marine jet base away from 
Miami. We have got to have it. They 
tell me that project may not be at
tempted. I impute nothing to the sub
committee, but the President says he 
needs this $140 million, the Department 
of Defense says they need it, and the 
Navy claims they need it. If we curtail 
the operation of our Navy, Army, and 
Air Force, how on earth can we fulfill 
our mission? The President says he 
needs this. He is our Commander in 
Chief. His subordinates say we need it. 
Our committee believes we need it. I 
urge the committee to consider this prob
lem and restore this appropriation to 
the minimum asked for by the President. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment af
fects one section-the naval section--of 
a general program for construction in 
Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

I am in complete accord with what 
the gentleman says about the importance 
of this item and the need for this con
struction. We are at a critical stage in 
international affairs and it behooves us 
to take every precaution to prepare for 
unexpected emergencies. 

But, the committee has taken all this 
into consideration and has more than 
amply provided for such needs in all 
three of the services. 

For example, we have provided in the 
bill $484 million new money for Air Force 
construction. They had on hand at the 
beginning of the fiscal year an unobli
gated balance amounting to $1.2 billion. 

This supplementary $484 million pro
vides an aggregate of $1,684,080,000 for 
naval construction for the fiscal year of 
1955. 

Prospective obligations for the fiscal 
year amount to $1,250,000,000, leaving, 
out of an abundance of caution, $434,-
000,000 to be carried over into the next 
fiscal year, 1956. 

In Army funds we have at the close 
of the fiscal year, June 30, 1954, an 
unobligated balance of $640 million. Our 
estimated obligations for the current 
fiscal year, 1955, amount to $250 million. 
In other words, we provide by reappro
priation in this bill · $390 million in 
excess of all estimated obligations for 
the fiscal year 1955. 

Coming now to the provision for Navy 
construction, there remain unobligated 
funds of $300 million from last year, 
which with the $73,517,000 new money 
carried in the pending bill, provide a 
total of $373,517,000 against estimated 
1955 obligations-an excess of $83,517,-
000 for the fiscal year beginning July 
1, 1954. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the gentle
man from South Carolina. 

Mr. RIVERS. The Navy has made it 
plain and I have tried to make it plain, 
Mr. Chairman, in my statement, that the 
Navy claims they have obligations and 
commitments which will dissipate this 
alleged surplus. I went to the comp
troller of the Department of Defense, 
and he told me that he does not have 
the funds which the committee claims 
that he has. Does the gentleman ques
tion the comptroller of the Department 
of Defense? May I add that the State 
Department prohibits the Navy from en
tering into any base agreement with a 
foreign power until the money is paid 
on the barrel head. That is the policy. 
Consider the Spanish bases. There is 
another item. 

Mr. CANNON. I am much interested 
in the statement quoted by the gentle
man from South Carolina. I am aware 
of his deep interest in the subject and 
his long familiarity with the service and 
am anxious to cooperate with him. 

The committee held exhaustive hear
ings on this item. We had before us 
the official representatives of the de
partments including the budget officer. 
All data was carefully studied and 
screened and the bill is based on that 
information. 

Here is a tabulated summary predi
cated on the testimony adduced by the 
committee: 
Air Force: 

Unobligated, June 30, 1954_ $1, 200, 000, 000 
New funds, fiscal year 1955_ 484, 080, 000 

Total ________________ 1,684,080,000 
Estimated obligations, 

fiscal year 1955 ________ 1,250,000,000 
Navy: 

Unobligated, June 30, 1954_ 300, 000, 000 
New funds, fiscal year 1955_ 73, 517, 000 

TotaL_______________ 373, 517, 000 
Estimated obligations, 

fiscal year 1955________ 240,000,000 
Army: 

Unobligated, June 30, 1954_ 640, 000, 000 
Estimated obligations, 

fiscal year 1955---·------ 250, 000, 000· 

The CHAffiMAN; The time of the 
gentleman .from Missouri has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CANNON 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, the ac
curacy and dependability of this sum
mary is further butressed by the fact
and it is a rather remarkable fact
that for the last 3 years, successively, 
they have failed to expend, by many 
millions of dollars, the funds allocated 
to them for this purpose. 

It is sometime a question as to whether 
it is a greater error to appropriate too 
little or too much. Certainly, in this in
stance we have not recommended too 
little. The bill provides ample funds for 
Air Force, Army, and Navy construction 
and the amendment proposes the addi
tion of money which in the opinion of 
the committee is not needed and cannot 
be used. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I wonder if we can reach an agree
ment as to time on this particular 
amendment. I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this amendment close 
in 15 minutes, 5 minutes to be reserved 
to the committee. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Reserving the 
right to object, I would like 5 minutes. 
Does the gentleman from Maryland de
sire time? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Yes. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Why not make 

it 20 minutes? 
Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair

man, I modify my request and ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment close in 20 minutes 5 
minutes to be reserved to the committee. 

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, if the gentleman 
will couple with that that the time be 
divided equally I will go along with him. 
The time has been divided pretty evenly 
thus far today. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I withdraw the request. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman. 
withdraws his request. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-· 
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the thing that is in 
issue here is not what the Navy is going 
to be able to build, not what the Navy is 
going to be able to obligate for construc
tion during this 1955 fiscal year at all. 
The only thing that is at issue here is 
how much they are going to have left 
in the way of unobligated balances at the 
end of the 1955 fiscal year. That is one 
of the things that has bothered this sub-· 
committee ever since we have had the 
responsibility of handling the military
construction program. It goes back to 
the 82d Congress, when the gentleman· 
from South Carolina was the chairman 
of this subcommittee. He was plagued 
with that problem then, and it has con
tinued since. 

We have made a concerted effort to 
bring about an orderly functioning of 
the military-construction program. I 
might say that one of the things that 
has concerned us· the most has ·been the 
lag that has occurred between the time 
the money has been appropriated and 
the time when it has been realized in 
terms of actual construction. We are 
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beginning to mak~ great progress along 
that line because we are beginning to 
set aside funds for advance planning so 
they can do a much better job, telling 
us what they are going to do, where 
they are going to put it, and what it is 
going to cost. As I say, we are making 
a good deal of progress in this direc
tion. 

One of the things we are attempting 
to do is to bring down this huge backlog 
of unobligated and unused money that 
has been carried over from year to year. 
The same problem that the gentleman 
from South Carolina has attempted to 
bring before you with respect to the 
Navy applies to all of the other branches 
of the service and we have been working 
in the same manner with respect to all 
of them. 

Great reliance has been placed upon a 
statement that was read here which 
came from the Comptroller of the De
partment of Defense. If the Comptroller 
is endeavoring to be helpful to this sub
committee and to be helpful to the As
sistant Secretary of Defense in Charge 
of Property and Installations, who has 
been of great assistance to us in our 
work, it seems to me that he has shown 
a rather strange way of doing it when 
the only objection that comes to this 
subcommittee comes by way of a gentle
man who is not on the Appropriations 
Committee and in a letter that is read 
on the fioor of the House, of which no 
member of the subcommittee had any 
prior notice. Is that the way we are 
going to determine the financing of an 
important program ?-and it is an im
portant program. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I -yield to 
the gentleman from South Carolina. -

Mr. RIVERS. I did not depend on the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
RILEY J , I did not depend on the letter 
from the Navy Department. I went to 
the Comptroller and this letter has been 
presented, this statement has been pre
sented to the other body with a request 
urgi-ng an increase in these appropria
tions. Does the gentleman question the 
Comptroller of the Defense Department? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I do not 
question him personally. I do question 
his judgment and in not bringing this 
information to the attention ,of members 
of the subcommittee some time before. 
The information that was furnished to 
us came from the budget officer of the 
Department of the Navy, Admiral Clex
ton. He is the man who testified before 
our subcommittee, he is the man who 
gave us the figures that the Navy had 
$300 million in unobligated funds at the 
beginning of this fiscal year. We had 
his testimony, we had the testimony of 
the Chief of the Bureau of Yards and 
Docks, that the Navy could not obligate 
over $240 million during this coming 
fiscal year. Therefore there will be $60 
million unobligated in the hands of the 
Navy for military construction at the 
end of fiscal year 1955 without the addi
tion of one single dollar carried in this 
bill. 

The question then is, Do you-want to 
leave · $200 mi-llion in the hands of the 
Navy for military construction,· to be 

carried over in 1956 fiscal year or do you 
want to leave $133 million which this 
committee considers to be ample, to be 
a reasonable amount? It was on that 
basis upon which our committee took 
its action. 

The Navy, as the gentleman from 
South Carolina said, had requested ap
proval to come before us to ask for an 
amount of $140 million in new money. 
They got subsequent permission from 
the Director of the Budget to present an 
overall program of $221 million. There 
was an admission at the beginning that 
they had a substantial amount of money 
at hand that they could use for the 1955 
program. After full consideration by 
members of the subcommittee, and we 
gave it full consideration, the decision 
was reached that they could easily get 
along, with the right kind of a program 
that the gentleman from South Caro
lina and I and our colleagues on this 
subcommittee · have been. trying to de
velop for the last 3 years. It is on that 
basis that the action of this subcom
mittee was taken. 

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish very much that 
I could feel convinced that the picture 
just presented by the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. DAVIS] is an accurate 
picture. If I could feel convinced of 
that, I would not be in the well here now. 
But I am considerably in doubt for a 
number of reasons as to whether the 
issue really is an issue as to how much 
unexpended or unoblig~ted funds the 
Navy will have at the end of the current 
fiscal year. I, too, am interested in an 
orderly program and in the elimination 
of the timelag in construction insofar 
as that can be accomplished. I have 
made some little study of the military 
construction, particularly of the Navy 
construction program, and there is a 
timelag in a great many cases that ought 
to be corrected. But I am not at all sure 
that approaching it in this manner will 
accomplish that job. 

For instance, let us take the situation 
which has been referred to with respect 
to overseas construction. It is pointed 
out that in a great many instances we 
have not even acquired base rights in 
order to obligate funds for that overseas 
construction, and that is correct. Un
fortunately, negotiations are still in prog
ress with respect to those and the funds 
have to be set aside under a mandate 
from the State Department, so I am 
informed, so that if the agreement is 
worked out with respect to those bases, 
the funds will be there for the construc
tion. Now, that is the information which 
I have. If that is the case, then those 
funds are not available for other con
struction. 

I am concerned because I am familiar 
with a number of these projects that are 
listed in the report, some of which I am 
given to understand cannot be con
structed if the limitation which has been 
imposed by the committee prevails. I 
certainly do not want to insist that there 
be any additional funds appropriated be
yond the amount which can be properly 
and efficiently expended, but I do not 
want to see the Navy hamstrung and not 
be able to build the essential facilities. 
Obviously there is some misinformation 

and misunderstanding in this matter. It 
seems likely that the committee's reduc
tion might prove to be a mistake. In 
such a situation I think it safer to run 
the risk of erring on the high side. If 
we appropriate the increased amount, 
and it should prove to be unnecessary it 
would not be spent and no harm would 
be done. Certainly, with all of the 
screening of the requests and final ap
proval by the Bureau of the Budget, we 
cannot be far wrong if we appropriate 
$140 million to take care of items which 
aggregate $196 million. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me to cut 
that down to $73 million is going mighty 
far, and I am just afraid that we are 
going to jeopardize our program and put 
the Navy in a bad spot unless we approve 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
5 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the. request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, l 

call the attention of my colleagues to the 
fact that President Eisenhower-whether 
we agree that he is going to make a great 
President or not, we all agree he is a 
great military man-recommended in 
the supplemental budget $140 million for 
public works for the Navy and $945,-
997 ,OOOo for acquisition and construction 
of real property in the Department of the 
Air Force. The committee treated his 
recommendations brutally. They mur
dered his recommendations. Let us be 
frank about that. They did not cut it 
5 percent or 10 percent; they cut his 
recommendations nearly 50 percent. So 
far as the President's recommendation 
in connection with national defense is 
concerned in this bill, they simply mur
dered them, and that was done by a com
mittee controlled by his _own party. 

Now, what do they do under the 
Department of the Air Force? They re
duce his recommendation of $945,997,000 
to $484,080,000, a cut of $461,917,000. In 
other words, out of a $1,100,000,000 rec
ommendation in the . budget, they cut 
$528,400,000. 

-My friend from Wisconsin [Mr. DAVIS] 
talks about not getting information. I 
always had the idea that the recom
mendation of the President, contained in 
his budget, was worthy of profound con
sideration. Apparently President Eisen
hower's recommendation-and this con
cerns our national defense-did not get 
very much consideration. I am very 
much concerned with world conditions, 
exceedingly concerned with world condi
tions. I am exceedingly concerned with 
the tremendous power advance that has 
been made during the past 3 years by the 
Soviet armed forces. 

I have before me certain information, 
much of which has been carried in the 
newspapers here and there, but not all of 
it, which I think my colleague should be 
acquainted with and which the American 
public should be advised of. This is a 
-current appraisal o! Soviet strength. 

From 1947 to the present time, the 
numerical strength, 175 divisions, of Soviet 
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ground forces has remained fairly constant. 
Nonetheless, significant changes have been 
made in favor of increased mechanization 
with sturdy and efficient modern equipment. 
Sixty-five divisions of the present establish
ment are tank and mechanized divisions. 
Moreover, rifle divisions have been provided 
motorized equipment; they also now have 
organic tanks and additional artillery. Thus, 
the mobility and fire power of all Soviet 
divisions has been increased through in
troduction of improved weapons and equip
ment. 

The U.S. S.R., Eastern Germany and East 
European satellites today have over 6 million 
men under arms. Approximately 4¥2 million 
of these are in ground forces. A high state 
of preparedness is maintained by a rigorous 
training program. 

The number of satellite divisions has 
almost doubled since 1947, bringing their 
total to about 80 divisions. 

And this does not include Red China. 
The U. S. S. R. has a readymade spearhead 

for a rapid advance into Western Europe. 
This spearhead is composed of 22 Soviet divi
sions in Eastern Germany. The bulk of these 
are armored divisions with nearly a complete 
complement of tanks and self-propelled guns. 
Behind this spearhead there are an addi
tional 60 Soviet divisions located in the 
Eastern European satellite countries and 
Western U.S.S.R. This does not take into 
account satellite divisions. 

Their mobilization system is exercised 
periodically to insure its effectiveness, and by 
M plus 30, Soviet and satellite ground forces 
could number 400 divisions. 

The numerical strength of Soviet Air 
Forces in recent years has been constant
having been stabilized at about 20,000 air
craft-but the rapid increase in Soviet air 
potential is illustrated by the rate of.Phange
over to jet aircraft. In 1951, about 20 per
cent of their fighters were jet types. By 
early 1954, almost all their fighters were jet 
types. 

A similar development has occurred with 
respect to their light bombers. In early 1951, 
jet light bombers had not been introduced 
into operational units. By 1954 well over 
two-thirds of their light bomber forces were 
jets. 

In the medium-bomber crategory, Soviets 
have doubled, since 1951, the number of 
TU-4's (similar to United States B-29) in 
operational units. 

Still newer types of medium and heavy 
bombers, including jet models also, have been 
observed. 

The development of a comprehensive avia
tion training program has been one of the 
most significant contributions in Soviet post
war program to improve capability Soviet 
airpower. 

The program for airfi.eld construction-

And that is what concerns us in these 
matters. 

The program for airfield construction is 
still in progress with attention recently be
ing directed to fields with very long run
ways. In the past 3 years, Soviets have about 
tripled the number of major airfields in 
Eastern Europe which will accommodate jet 
fighters. 

In the past, the combat value of satellite 
air forces has not been significant. In 1951, 
their aircraft were obsolete. By 1954 the 
numerical strength of satellite air forces had 
been doubled, with nearly half being jet 
fighters. Their facilities were improved, and 
training had reached a fairly satisfactory 
standard. 

The growing complex of airfields through
out Eastern Europe, the aircraft control and 
warning systems and anti-aircraft artillery 
dispositions of Soviet bloc are rapidly becom
ing capable of providing an effective air 
defense belt along the western perimeter of 
the u.s. s. & 

Since the -end of World Warn. the Soviet 
Armed Forces have improved their poten
tial for use of airborne troops and weapons. 

The principal naval threat is the Soviet 
submarine capability. The Soviet Navy has 
over 300 submarines in service, of which 
about half are large or medium oceangoing 
types. Current large-scale naval construc
tion program lays emphasis on continued 
production of large oceangoing submarines. 

Soviet sea mine stockpiles, considered to
gether with a considerable air and naval 
mine laying capability, constitute a growing 
threat, particularly against the line of com
municat ions of the Allied Command, Europe. 

Full credit must be given the Soviet bloc 
for having developed a strong capability in 
special fields of atomic, chemical, and biologi
cal warfare, as well as in the field of guided 
missiles. The Soviet economy .has main
tained a level of military production suffi
cient to provide equipment and supplies for 
Soviet and satellite forces and still pursue 
a program of stockpiling. 

To illustrate the magnitude of their total 
equipment stockpile, the Soviets have more 
than enough tanks, mortars, and antitank 
guns for some 300-odd Soviet divisions. 
Their stockpile of field artillery and anti
aircraft artillery is several times that re
quired to supply those divisions. The an
nual production of these items is continuing 
at a sizable rate. 

These are the facts. That is what we 
are up against. There is the power, 
the growing power of the Soviet Army, 
Navy, and Air Force, in the past 3 years. 

The only thing the Communists re
spect is what they fear, and the only 
thing they fear is military power greater 
than they possess themselves. In this 
bill we are cutting down by nearly 50 
percent the recommendations made by 

· a man who is a great military leader, 
wbo knows the military field, who has 
had as much knowledge and experience 
and who knows as well as any man can 
of military tactics. Yet this committee 
and this House are about to cut down by 
over $500 million, nearly 50 percent, his 
recommendations. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HoFFMAN of Michigan moves that the 

Committee do now rise and report the bill 
back to the House with the recommendation 
thet the enacting clause be stricken. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw my motion. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohib. Mr. Chairman, 
I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
The question is on the motion of the 

gentleman from Michigan. 
The motion was rejected. 
Mr DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair

man, I ask unanimous consent that all 
debate on this amendment close in 20 
minutes, the last 10 minutes to be re
served to the committee. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
DEVEREUX]. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Mr. Chairman, ap
parently there seems to be an honest 
difference of opinion as io whether or 
not we have the money. I would sug
gest to the committee that in view of 

that fact we should provide this money 
and then if it turns out that the money 
is not needed, it certainly will not be 
spent. 

I would also like to point out to the 
committee, if I may, that we will have 
large amounts of military hardware 
rolling off the production line during 
this next year. It seems to me that we 
should make ample provision to prop
erly take care of that military equip
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, as a member of the Commit
tee on the Armed Services I have tried 
to follow the needs of the Defense De
partment. I feel that that great com
mittee has as much knowledge on this 
subject as has the Committee on Appro
priations. I further believe that this 
legislative committee is the most com
petent committee of the House with re
spect to defense matters. 

We recently had before us a military 
housing bill in which in the first instance 
it was proposed to take the money for 
them from unobligated funds. But a 
gentleman appeared before our commit
tee ·from the Committee on Appropria
tions and made the plea that that com
mittee knew there were unobligated 
funds accruing in that department, that 
certain rescissions had been made to 
leave a balance of unobligated funds 
available for the Defense Department. 
He stressed guns, tanks, and ammuni
tion in case of an emergency. That this 
money was left there on purpose against 
an emergency. Many of us took the 
statement he made at face value and 
pressed for a new approach for funds 
for this new housing. 

Certainly, I am a bit confused when 
a members of the Appropriations Com
mittee tells us that the money in unob
ligated funds is earmarked for emergen
cies and they know of it. Then they 
come in and tell us that the full appro
priation recommended by the Depart
ment be reduced and money in unobli
gated funds be used. It is inconsistent. 

You and I know that any funds appro
priated have to clear a dozen hurdles 
before being spent. If it is necessary 
to have that backlog as an emergency 
then the argument that the money 
should be now taken out of those unob
ligated funds falls flat on its face. The 
members of the Appropriations Com
mittee should get together and reconcile 
their position. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. PELLY]. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I find 
myself at this moment perplexed. On 
the one hand we have the members of 
the Subcommittee on Appropriations 
assuring us that there are ample unap
propriated funds with which the Depart
ment of the Navy can complete its public 
works program in accordance with 
budget estimates. On the other hand, 
the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
RIVERS] comes up with a letter indicating 
that a necessary and urgent program of 
public works will be seriously curtailed 
unless we approve o{ his amendment to 
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restore funds eliminated by the Appro
priations Committee. 

I have the highest regard for the mem- , 
bers of the subcommittee, and I know 
that in their hearings they have devel
oped a certain understanding regarding 
unexpended funds. But on the basis of 
the very recent letter from a responsible 
officer of the-Department of the Navy, 
I cannot find it in my heart to vote 
against the amendment. 

As far as I know there are no construc
tion items in this program in my legis
lative district. Like many members of 
the committee I am concerned only ·with 
one aspec~national defense. However, 
I have in mind -that if- we should err en· 
the generous side the Nation would not 
be hurt. The money just will not be 
spent; and here may I say that my re
gard for the Secretary of the Navy,- Mr. 
Thomas, is such· that I am firmly of the 
opinion that any unnecessary expendi
tures of the Navy will not be made. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I wish to say that 
I support the amendment for the reasons 
stated, and urge those members who are 
uncertain to do likewise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
RABAUT]. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, the fig
ures presented by the chairman of the 
subcommittee, the gentleman from ·wis
consin [Mr. DAVIS], relative to the Navy 
are the figures that were unanimously 
agreed upon by the entire subcommittee 
and were the figures presented to the 
full Committee on Appropriations and 
approved. The figures were arrived at 
based upon the testimony of the Depart
ment itself. Far be it from me, and I 
will say that equally for any other Mem
ber of the House, to do anything that 
would be in the direction of weakening 
the defenses of. this country. But when 
the testimony is such as to be a justifi
cation of the position of a department 
that is itself a part of the defenses of 
this Nation, no other result could be 
reached by a committee that was seeking 
to do its duty as well to the Defense De
partment as to the Congress of the 
United States and the people of America. 
As to the unobligated balance of the 
Navy, the committee based its figures on 
the amounts that were presented, name
ly, $300 million. The committee allowed 
new funds in the sum of $73,517,000. 
That totals $373,517,000. Now, the esti
mated obligations presented to the com
m:ittee by the Department itself, after 
long hearings, are set forth in the sum 
of $240 million. This leaves a balance 
after expenditures anticipated for this 
year of $133,577,000. Now, I think in 
justice to the situation that figure should 
stand. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. HAND] to close debate. 

Mr. HAND. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
think there is· a bit of difference of 
opinion among any of the Members who 
have spoken here today in support of 
this amendment and the members of the 
subcommittee. The whole question is a 
matter of a full understanding of the 
fund involved. As my distinguished 
friend has just said, nobody would cut 
·down the adequate defense of this 

country, either of the Navy or of the Mr. CANNoN; Mr. RILEY, of South Caro
Army or of the Air Force, and this com- lina and Mr. RABAUT, of Michigan. This 
mittee has not done so. There is not · is not a report ·of a Republican subcom
one project in this bill which this com- - mittee. This is a unanimous report of 
mittee has been told was an·urgent proj- this subcommittee after 4 weeks of ex
ect which has been curtailed or impaired haustive hearings. 
or hurt in any degree. We can make I suggest, with all respect to the Com
mistakes, of course, in this committee, mittee of the Whole, that we adopt the 
but the whole question is whether- you c0nsidered report of this committee in 
are going to accept the results of the full confidence that the Navy will have 
information which we have accumulated ample funds to carry on all of its work 
in 4 solid weeks of hearings, both morn- in the fiscal year 1955. 
ings and afternoons, or whether you are Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
going to accept a sudden letter which unanimous consent to transfer what
comes from one of the officials of the - ever r-emaining time I had to . my col.;. 
Department of Defense. . Reference -w-as - league, the gentleman from Michigan . 
made to the effect that the source of this [Mr. CEDERBERG]. 
information came from the fountain- The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
head. Well, I think the fountainhead of to the request of the gentleman from 
fiscal affairs still belongs to the House of Michigan? 
Representatives. There was no objection. 

I want to emphasize just for a moment . Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I 
the figures that my friend from Michi- certainly shall not take all of the time 
gan [Mr. RABAUT], has just given you, remaining, which my colleague has so 
because they are important and, if k1ndly yielded to me. I want to say this, 
listened to and understood, they are en- as one member of this committee. I urge 
tirely dispositive of this whole contro- all the Members of the House not to get . 
versy. The table, which comes from the too excited, nor to let their blood pres
Department of Defense and which I hold sure get too high about some communi
here and will leave on the table if any cations that they may have had from 
Member is concerned about it, shows an downtown regarding the funds re
estimated unobligated-not unexpended quested. As far as I am concerned, as 
but unobligated-balance at the end of one member of this subcommittee, if the 
June 30, 1954, or $280 million, a figure amount allowed the Navy were cut to 
which at the Navy's most optimistic rate $50 million rather than $72 million, the 
of spending could not be spent during Navy still would have more money than 
this fiscal year. As a matter of fact, they can possibly use. I think this com· 
however, there is a little later informa- mittee, if it has erred at all in suggest .. 
tion than that contained in that table, ing appropriations, has erred on the side 
and as the chairman of thi~ subcommit- of the Department of the Navy and has 
tee has told us, Admiral Clexton, the given them ample money. 
responsible fiscal officer of the Navy, in I just want to say this without quat
testifying before our committee on page ing any more figures, that we have gone 
598 of the hearings, said this. Now, this into this matter day after day after day, 
is an official from the Navy, not from this and if all of the experts can refute the 
committee. figures that we have, I should like to 

It is estimated that obligations during see them do it. There is plenty of money 
fiscal year 1954 will amount to approximately here for the Navy, more than they can 
$180 million, resulting in a balance of $300 , spend. · 
million unobligated at the beginning o! The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
fiscal year 1955. the amendment offered by the gentle-

So the figures which the committee man from South Carolina [Mr. RIVERs]. 
has indicate that unobligated balances The amendment was rejected. 
as of June 30, 1954, are $300 million. The Clerk read as follows: 
New funds allowed by the committee For acquisition, construction, installation, 
during this year which will take care of and equipment of temporary or permanent 
every project which the Navy has testi- public works, military installations and fa
tied to as being urgent and necessary in cilities for the Air Force as authorized by 
our defense, $73,517,000. That is new the act of January 6, 1951 (Public Law 910, 
money, and that makes a total available B1st Cong.) • the act of September 28, 1951 
to the Navy for this fiscal year of (Public Law 155, 82d Cong.), the act of July 

14, 1952 (Public Law 534, 82d Cong.), the 
$373,517,000. act of August 7, 1953 (Public Law 209, 83d 

Now, at the rate of estimated obliga- cong.), the act of April 1, 1954 (Public J.aw 
tions, and this again is not from the 325, 83d Cong.), and _the act of ---~. 
committee but from the Navy, and is a 1954 (Public Law--, H. R. 9242, 83d Cong.), 
most optimistic rate, they will obligate at without regard to sections 1136 and 3734, 
the very best during fiscal 1955 the sum Revised Statutes. as amended, including hire 
of $240 million. That will leave a bal- of passenger motor vehicles; $484,080,000, to 
ance at the end of the next fiscal year remain available until expended. 
in excess of $133 million of unobligated Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
funds. strike out the last word. 

On the other side there has been some Mr. Chairman, I take this time to 
talk about confidence in the Commander make an inquiry of the distinguished 
in Chief, or confidence in the Comptrol- chairman of the committee in reference 
ler of the Department of Defense, or to the Air Reserve field contemplated 
some other omcer downtown. I suggest for Akron, Ohio, in the vicinity of Cleve
to my friends on my left that they also land. The testimony appears at page 
have confidence in the members of this 254 of the hearings. I should like to 
·subcommittee on the minority side; the ask the distinguished gentleman whether 
distinguished gentleman from Missouri, · or not a site has been picked for this 
the former chairman of the committee, particular airport in Ohio. 
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Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. The testi
mony we received, and to which my col
league on the Committee on Appropria
tions has called my attention, would in
dicate that at the time they testified, 
before our subcommittee at least, they 
had a pretty firm site. In fact, at page 
255 of the hearings you will find my ques
tion of Colonel Rodenhauser, as follows: 

Although negotiations have not com
menced, you do definitely have in mind the 
4,250 acres you want? 

Colonel Rodenhauser's answer was: 
"Yes, sir." 

So, at the time they testified, and act
ing upon that testimony, our committee 
did provide $4 million to permit them 
to acquire land and make a substantial 
beginning on the necessary airfield pave
ments. 

Mr. BOW. Are there in the committee 
files a statement covering a definite site, 
so that we might know definitely where 
the site is and where they contemplate 
building on this field of 4,250 acres? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. No, I can
not say that we do. As a matter of fact, 
the record shows they had not actually 
begun negotiations for any particular 
land at all, but they did have in mind 
the acreage that they wanted. Under 
those conditions you always run into the 
question as to whether they are going 
to be able to acquire the particular site 
they have in mind. 

Mr. BOW. May I ask the gentleman 
this question: Do they come back to 
your committee prior to the ~ctual ac
quisition of the site? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Under the 
existing law they are not required to 
come back to our subcommittee, but the 
law does require them to get the ap
proval of the legislative committee, 
which would be the Armed Services Com
mittee, for the acquisition of the land 
after they have formally made the deci
sion to go ahead and acquire it. 

Mr. BOW. So that it would come 
back to the House, but to another com
mittee? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. To the 
Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. BOW. Can the gentleman tell us 
how many planes are anticipated to use 
this 4,250-acre tract of land? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I cannot 
give the gentleman any estimate on it 
at this time. I do know it is a combined 
facility, to be used for both the Air Force 
and the Naval Reserve. 

Mr. BOW. And I understood some of 
the National Guard. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I think that 
is true, yes. 

Mr. BOW. Did the Defense Depart
ment at any time to the gentleman's 
knowledge consider the use of existing 
airports such as the Akron-Canton Air
port or other airports now in existence 
that might be made available to them 
for this purpose? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. They as
sured us they had done that. They also 
told us that they had had a considerable 
amount of dimculty in finding a place 
they considered to be suitable for this 
rather large metropolitan area that this 
1s intended to be served. 

Mr. BOW. There is nothing in the 
record to show the extent of the usage, 
the number of planes, or the flights? As 
I understand; it is a weekend training 
corps reserve. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. It is a large 
reserve installation for the Air Force 
and the Navy. 

Mr. BOW. Can the gentleman tell 
us what the final cost of this field will 
be? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. The pres
ent total estimated cost is $13 million. 

Mr. BOW. In reading the hearings, 
it seems that the $13 million goes to 
the Air Reserve, without consideration 
as to what the cost will be for the naval 
installation or the National Guard, 
which obviously would increase it far 
above the $13 million. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I think the 
Navy would have some facilities of its 
own in addition to those that are indi
cated here, yes. 

Mr. BOW. Can the gentleman give us 
some idea of what that may run? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. No, we have 
not had any testimony on that. 

Mr. BOW. So as far as the Navy is 
concerned, their testimony is not ·here, 
or that of the National Guard. 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take the floor at this 
time to address some questions to the 
chairman of the subcommittee, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin, if I may. I call 
his attention to page 34 ·of the commit
tee report, the third paragraph, below 
the list of items. I notice that the 
funds requested for the construction of 
a pipefitters' shop at the San Francisco 
Naval Shipyard has been stricken and 
the amount reduced by $1 million. May 
I briefly lay a foundation for it. This 
pipefitters' shop at San Francisco Naval 
Shipyard was destroyed by fire in 1948. 
Since then they have been using a tem
porary building which is completely in
adequate. I have been through the San 
Francisco Naval Shipyard many times 
and have seen the present pipe shop, and 
therefore am familiar with its inade
quacy. They are using outside areas 
and pipe is being worked on in the outer 
areas, which is not a proper place to do 
that kind of work. It has been in the 
past 4 or 5 years the bottleneck in yard 
production, not because of the men but 
due wholly to the poor facilities. One 
of the reasons advanced by the Navy 
Department for the reluctance to put 
some of the new complete overhaul jobs 
on the larger carriers into San Fran
cisco Naval Shipyard was because they 
could not do so until they got a decent 
pipefitters' shop. I simply cannot un
derstand why the committee cut this 
amount in the face of this situation and 
the need for repairs on those vessels 
operating in the Pacific Fleet. Having 
said that, may I have an explanation of 
the situation from the chairman of the 
subcommittee? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I first of 
all want to point out that it was not 
the intention of the committee to per
manently deny this facility and to strike 
it from the Navy's construction program. 
We recognize there is a need for expand
ing and rebuilding the present facility 

for pipefittjng work. The testimony 
showed that the present facility con
sisted of 30,000 square feet. We recog
nized that this is inadequate. The re
quest, however, was for 60,000 square 
feet, and the unit cost of what they had 
in mind from such inquiries as we made 
appeared to be out of line. So we did 
with that pretty much what we have 
done with a number of other facilities, 
and that was to ask them to review this 
building, both as to size and unit cost, 
and present the request to us again when 
we meet after the first of January. 

Mr. SHELLEY. May I ask the gen
tleman this question: If the action of 
the committee is accepted as an admoni
tion by the naval authorities, and if they 
supply more adequate information by 
the time this is acted upon in the other 
body, will that information have some 
effect upon the minds of the committee 
here? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I wish to 
assure my good friend the gentleman 
from California that we try to keep an 
open mind on these problems and to give 
very careful consideration to all the 
requests presented to us. 

Mr. SHELLEY. I assure the gentle
man that that information will be made 
available by the time you go to confer
ence. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. I would like 
to ask the gentleman from Wisconsin a 
question regarding the Air Force, which 
my colleague, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Bow] whose district adjoins mine, 
discussed. Would it be possible to re
quest the gentleman who testified before 
your committee previously to come back 
to the committee and tell you what site 
they now have in mind? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. It was just 
yesterday . when my friend, the gentle
man from Ohio, called the situation to 
my attention. It was the first time I 
had information that there was appar
ently some uncertainty as to just where 
this is to be. The justifications that 
were shown to us indicated it was 13 
miles northwest of Akron. If there is a 
different factual situation than what 
was presented to our committee that is 
something which we would certainly 
want to make inquiries about of those 
who presented the original information 
to us. 

Mr. AYRES. I have been informed .by 
omcers at the Pentagon that they now 
have no intention of placing this airport 
in Medina County where they previously 

. stated to you the site of four-thousand
and-some-odd acres was located, which 
they had in mind. Before they are per
mitted to spend the $4 million I under
stand they have to come back to the 
Armed Services Committee. But in or
der to clarify a very confusing situation 
in the northeastern part of Ohio I think 
it would be advisable to have them come 
back and state just what site they do 
have in mind. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I know the 
gentleman is very much concerned about 
this. 

Mr. AYRES. Oh, I am concerned be
cause I have one county to be concerned 
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about that I neid if I am_golng to return· 
here and I do. not want . to ruin that . 
chance by an airport at this particular 
time. . . - _ . . 

Mr. OA VIS of Wisconsin. In view of. 
this uncertainty~ , if , the gentleman will 
send me a brief memorandum I will be 
very happy to inquire further into this 
matter and give him any information I 
may be able to find about it. 

Mr. AYRES. One other question, if 
the gentleman will permit: Is it not cus
tomary when you have an established 
airport with millions of dollars of Ji1ederal 
money invested, to prefer its expansion 
to the creation of entirely new areas? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That is the 
general policy where the expansion of 
existing facilities will provide what is 
needed to perform the mission: Some
times that works out, sometimes it is bet-_ 
ter; but we have a number of instances 
where there is a great deal of communitY 
concern over the attempt to use existing 
airport facilities where it is close in; 
sometimes that does not work out. 
That is the general rule, but a geneFal 
rule that is very frequently h_onored by 
exceptions to it. . 

Mr. AYRES. I would suggest to the 
gentleman that when the o:Hicers come 
back to his committee that he suggest to 
them that they spend a little more time 
than they have in the past exploring the 
possibility of expanding the Akron
Canton Airport rather than investing 
money in other sections of northeastern. 
Ohio. If the gentleman has any idea 
when he could get this information I. 
have a gentleman from . Akron, a Mr. 
Fulton, who is quite familiar with the 
expansion of . airports in the area and 
who is very much interested in the ques
tion. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. If the 
gentleman will include that in his memo 
I will have it looked into as well. . 

Mr. AYRES. I thank the gentleman 
and yield -back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLIVER P. BOLTON. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman,- I take this time fol
lowing my colleague from Ohio [Mr. 
AYRES] to discuss with the committee the 
same subject and what is referred to in 
their hearings as -the Cleveland-Medina 
Airport. I call particular attention to 
the phraseology used in the hearings, 
because when I was first elected to Con
gress 2 years ago it was brought to my 
attention by members of Portage County 
and residents of the area and Aurora 
particularly that a reserve airport was 
planned in this area. I made particular 
inquiry both within ·the military and 
civil air establishments of our Govern
ment to-determine the fact as to whether 
or not there were any such plans for such 
a base, and also inquired of the various 
congressional committees involved and 

When the hearings on this bill were 
published and my colleagues and myself 
inquired into the matter, however, I was 
informed that not only was the area for 
this field not specifically selected, but 
that an area was also under con
sideration in Portage County, Ohio, 
which disturbs me greatly. 

I do not wish.to take the position here 
that we are opposing the airport or the 
field in Portage County. No community 

wants to ·stand ·in -the way of national 
defense, nor does any community with
out great consideration want to ask that 
$13 million not be spent in the··commu
nity. But may I also point out that the 
location in Porta·ge County would jeop
ardize even more the situation which ex
ists there. Already almost an eighth to a 
tenth of the farm land of Portage.County 
and of the tax base of Portage County 
has been removed by the reservoirs of 
the city of Akron and additional reser
voirs which are planned by the Federal 
fiood-control project; by a large ord
nance arsenal; by a large segment of the 
turnpike of the State of Ohio; by a Fed
eral housing project that has recently 
been turned over to private hands; and 
by the Kent State University. This proj
ect which would involve some 4,300 acres 
would remove still more land from the 
tax base of the county. It would have a 
tremendous impact on the schoof and 
local tax picture. On the other hand, 
the field would mean the expenditure of 
at least $11 million in the county and the 
creation of a payroll which would mean 
jobs and increased business to the county 
as a whole. 

The Air Force has said that the Hop
kins Airport in Cleveland canhot be used 
as a Reserve training air:Port of the scope 
contemplated. They have said.that the 
location must be along a general radius. 
of a line between Akron and Cleveland· 
so that the ·field -W<>uld be available to 
Reserves from· Cleveland and Akron. It 
seems to me that a location can be fotind 
which will not destroy any established 
community. I cannot help pointing out 
that the site which has been discussed 
with me is one which involves the com
munity of Aurora. It comes within less 
than a half mile of this beautiful little 
community, which is a very good resi
dential community, where the property 
values are extremely high, and also the 
community of Mantua: Both of these 
communities would be almost put out of 
business as far as residential areas are 
concerned were such a base built. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLIVER P. BOLTON. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. AYRES. May I ask the gentle
man to point out to the members of the 
committee that it will be at least next 
spring before a :tinal ·decision can be 
made on this in view of the fact the 
Armed Services Committee would have 
to agree on a site. 

Mr. OLIVER P. BOLTON. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. AYRES. In the meantime, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. OLIVER P. 
BoLTON], anyone else who is interested, 
and myself, can meet with the gentlemen 
of the committee, including the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. DAVIS]. I 
know that each and every one of us will 
not stand in the way of progress; but 
we do want the experts to be honest in 
their decision and tell the committee 
where, in their judgment, the best air
port can be had. 

Mr. OLIVER P. BOLTON. I thank 
the gentleman. I have been assured by 
the Air Force that no selection of a site 
will be made without full discussion with 
the Congressmen involved. I have not 

liked the seeming doubletalk and lack of 
openness which t~is whole subject of lo
cation has received to date. However, 
now that we know definitely that the · 
national-defense needs require that an 
airfield. be built in a general area, and· 
this _bjll_ makes appropriations therefor, 
I feel sure that the Air Force will be glad 
to work ·with local- authorities to secure · 
a proper location. I intend to assist to 
this end, but I shall certainly oppose any 
move to locate this field where its planes 
will threaten destruction of the property 
or land values of long-established com
munities. 

The Clerk read as- follows: 
SEC. 802. Funds appropriated to the mili

tary departments ~or military public works. 
in prior years are hereby made available for 
military public works authorized for · each 
such department by the Act or -- 1954 
(Public Law -- H. R. 9242, 83d Cong.) : 
Provided, That not to exceed $5,000,000 of 
such prior year · funds appropriated to the 
Department of the Army shall be available 
for the purposes of advance planning a,s 
authorized by section 504 of the act of Sep
tember 28, 1_951 (Public Law 155, 82d Cong.). 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to call attention 
to section 802. I understand in that sec
tion is a provision for what is known as 
the Point Aux Pins Ammunition Depot 
along the Alabama-Mississippi line. 
There is nothing specifically in the bill 
on that point, but in the report of the 
committee on page 43 we find a para
graph which in substance directs -how 
the proposed channel shall be con
structed. 

I want to further call the attention of 
the committee to the fact that when. this 
authorization was under consideration in 
the Senate committee on military and 
naval construction, that committee re
porting on that part1cular authorization 
on page 4 made a statement to the effect 
that this proposed channel was being 
considered in connection· with another 
channel. I shall not take the time of the 
committee to go into detail. That is on 
page 4 of the report to which I have just 
referred. 

The language of the Senate commit
tee, to which I have just referred, and 
the language of this Committee on Ap
propriations providing funds for that 
project are in direct confiict. I am sure 
that it was not the intention of the Com
mittee on Appropriations to arbitrarily 
spell out just how that channel should be 
constructed. I rather think that the 
Committee on Appropriations was not 
familiar in full with what was under 
consideration. 

I would like to just briefiy point out 
that if the directive in the report of the 
Committee on Appropriations is followed 
by the Army engineers, that they could 
only build this channel straight to the 
gulf from this proposed depot. Now, it 
so happens that just about 10 miles from 
that point there is another channel, an 
existing channel, leading from the main
land to the gulf known as the Pascagoula 
Channel, connecting the port of Pasca
goula with the Gulf of Mexico. It is 
quite a port of entry. Now, the Army 
engineers have been requested to con
sider the feasibility and the practica
bility of connecting these two channels 
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rather than to build an entirely new 
channel which would serve this one 
project. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 3 
additional minutes. 

The CHAiRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COLMER. The Army engineers 

were asked to consider by the Senate 
committee the feasibility of tying these 
channels in together, in other words, to 
tie them in with-the existing economy of 
the port of Pascagoula. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a defense proj
ect. The object of what we are trying 
to do there is to establish another de
fense project, namely, the establishment 
of an oil refinery which would produce 
oil ·which would be exported and, of 
course, would be used just as much in 
the defense effort if it is needed as would 
this ammunition depot. So, it would 
serve both purposes. All I am asking 
here now is that in view of these circum
stances and without any further dis
cussion of it that the chairman of the 
committee, in view of this statement, 
make such a statement for the benefit 
of the RECORD as he sees fit that will give 
the Army engineers an opportunity, 
which they have already been authorized 
to do by another committee of the Con
gress, to see whether or not ours is a 
practical and feasible proposition. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLMER. I yield to the gentle
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I have no 
objection if the Army wants to study into 
this any further. I think the decision 
the Army has to make is whether this 
ammunition terminal is important 
enough to go ahead with now or whether 
they want to delay it in order to make 
this further study. The justifications 
which were submitted to us were on the 
basis of the direct route to the sea. That 
was the basis on which testimony was 
taken from representatives of the Army 
by our subcommittee. Now, subse
quently, information was brought to our 
attention that there had been a state
ment in the report by the Senate com
mittee asking the Army to look into this 
alternate route. It appears, however, 
that the alternate route mentioned is 
not authorized as a civil-works project 
as yet. There are these two rather im
portant circumstances; first of all, that 
this alternate route would probably cost 
something in excess of $1 million more 
than would the route that we are now 
talking about and which was justified 
to our subcommittee. Secondly, that 
because this alternate route by way of 
Pascagoula is not authorized, it might 
result in unreasonable delay in getting 
the facilities going. Those are the only 
two considerations that must be kept in 
mind. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, may I 
say to my friend~and I realize I am 
laboring under difficulties here-that the 
testimony of General Carter before the 
gentleman's committee was to the effect 

that there was a ·possibility that it might 
cost $200,000 or $300,000 more. But my 
understanding is that they have come 
to no definite figure; and, furthermore, 
the Army engineers are now actively en
gaged-they are down there now making 
this survey. 

So all I am asking the Committee to 
do is to leave the matter open. Inci
dentally, Jackson County, where this 
project is going to be located, is going 
to contribute $2 million toward this proj
ect. We are just asking the opportunity 
to let them work it out. That is all we 
are asking. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. The situa
tion at present, as I see it, is that in view 
of the language in the report of the 
Senate committee and the authorizing 
language, that this is now under study, 
that now it is up to the Army to decide 
whether or not this is important enough 
to go ahead with the project as funded 
by our committee or whether they would 
prefer to wait until the final returns 
are in. 

Mr. COLMER. The gentleman has no 
objection to a further study? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I am quite 
sure that if there is one pending I am 
not going to attempt to make any objec
tion to it. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro

vided for, in carrying out the provisions of 
the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as 
amended (50 U. S. C., App. 2251-2297), in
cluding services as authorized by section 15 
of the act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S. C. 55a); 
reimbursement of the Civil Service Com
mission for full field investigations of em
ployees occupying positions of critical im
portance from the standpoint of national 
security; expenses of attendance at meetings 
concerned with civil defense functions; re
imbursement of the General Senrices Ad
ministration for security guard services; not 
to exceed $9,000 for the purchase of news
papers, periodicals, and teletype news serv
ices; and not to exceed $6,000 for emergency 
and extraordinary expenses to be expended 
under the direction of the Administrator for 
such purposes as he deems proper, and his 
determination thereon shall be final and con
clusive; $8,525,000. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HYDE: On page 

27, line 20, after "$8,525,000", strike out the 
period and insert "Provided, That no part of 
the funds herein appropriated may be used 
to remove the Civil Defense Training Center 
from Olney, Md." 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment· will neither increase nor de
crease the amount of the appropriation. 
It will, however, save the Government, 
I believe, something over a half million 
dollars. We are merely seeking in this 
amendment to prevent the removal of 
the civil defense training center from its 
present location. If it is removed-and 
no real reason, no good reason has been 
given for its removal-it will cost the 
Government something over $300,000; 
and, in addition to that, the Govern
ment will lose about a quarter of a mil
lion dollars investment that it already 
has in the present civil defense train-

lng center. Should this agency be 
moved from Olney, there would be an im
mediate loss to the Government of about 
a half a million dollars as well as a 
loss of other facilities, including a pump
ing plant, a microwave tower, a tele
phone tower constructed by the tele
phone company-and incidentally, in the 
contract there is a provision for the pay
ment of $150,000 to the telephone com
pany in the event the installation is re
moved-and the removal of a complete 
communication system and a complete 
rescue street installation of numerous 
building wrecks, at a cost of well over a 
quarter of a million dollars. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no good reason 
for the removal of this center. There 
is no good reason why the Government 
should spend well over half a million 
dollars simply for the purpose of remov
ing it from one place to another. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Is it not also true, 
because of the fact that Olney is very 
close to the Nation's Capital, that we can 
encourage many people to come to Olney 
to take the civil defense course? 

Mr. HYDE. That is certainly so, which 
would not be true of some other location. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge the 
adoption of this amendment. I believe 
there is no strong opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I ask unanimous 
consent that all debate on this amend
'ment and all amendments thereto close 
in 10 minutes, with 5 minutes for the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. SHAFER] 
and 5 minutes for the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. FORD]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment is obviously one to tie the 
hands of the Civil Defense organization, 
which has for the last 6 months under 
the direction of the President been look
ing to find a location in Government
owned facilities. The school, or what
ever they call it, at Olney which the gen
tleman from Maryland hopes to retain 
there is now occupying land that is un
der condemnation procedure. It is 
worth from $44,000 to $48,000, and the 
owner would like to obtain something 
like $750,000 from the Government for 
it. 

It so happens that after looking over 
many installations throughout the 
country the Civil Defense organization, 
its administration officers, and so forth, 
decided to occupy a Government facility 
in Battle Creek, Mich., in my district. 
This facility has a replacement value of 
some $30 to $35 million. It stands 
vacant out there. Under an executive 
order, the Civil Defense is already mov
ing out there. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHAFER. I yield to the gentle-
man fro~ New ~ork. · 
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Mr. ROONE¥'. ' M~y I say to the 

gentleman that the .testimony before 
the committee with reg-ard to this mat .. 
ter indicated that the Olney location 
was in no wise satisfactory, that the 
question at_ th"~ time .was whether or 
not this headquarters for Civil Defense 
would be moved to Indiantown Gap, Pa., 
or . to Battle Creek, Mich. 

Mr. SHAFER . . That is right. 
Mr. PHiiLIPS. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SHAFER. I yield to the gentle

man from California. 
. Mr. PHILLIPS. May I say from 
another angle that the General Services 
Administration comes to our subcommit
tee. We have attempted definitely to 
give the authority to the General Services 
Administration to find use for these 
buildings. I made a trip to Battle Creek, 
taking a clerk of the committee along 
with me, and I found that that is a 
beautiful location. It has no correlation 
to the ordinary hospital that we think 
about or anything else that might be 
used. It is an excellent location for so~e 
Government agency. This Government 
agency, with the general approval of the 
General Services Administration, is now 
moving into it. · 

Mr. SHAFER. ·And by direction of the 
President to occupy Government-owned 

. facilities rather than rental property. 
I believe the amendment shouJ.d be 
defeated. 

Mr. DEVEREux. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHAFER. I yield. 
Mr. DEVEREUX. Do I understand 

that they are moving into a hospital
a Government owned hospital? 

Mr. SHAFER. It is known as a hos
pital, but it is a much better facility than 
a hospital-actually. It is not a hospital
it was used as a hospital. It is a former 
sanitarium, but it is a $30 million to ·$35 
million building, with . excellent omce 
facilfties and parking spaces. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Is there suitable 
ground around there to carry out all of 
these other functions? 
· Mr:. SHAFER. 'Yes, there is ample 
ground. 

-Mr. DEVEREUX. My understanding 
is that we did not object to the move
ment of the headquarters from Olney. 
It was simply the movement of the 
school from Olney. 

Mr. SHAFER. It will tie the hands of 
the Civil Defense authorities in their 
future plans. There is no question about 
that. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHAFER. I yield. 
Mr. PHILLIPS. As a disinterested 

person in this argument, may I say it is 
a splendid building surrounded by a big 
park. It is not a hospital. If you would 
look at it, you would not think of it as. 
a hospital. It is well designed architec
turally and . it looms up like a hotel. 
There are many facilities that they could 
not possibly get in any other location. 
I think the gentleman would do well to 
look at it. · 

Mr. SHAFER.. There are 10¥2 acres· of 
land there for 'parking or other purposes 
which could be used by ·civilian defense
Government-owned property, at a rental 
saving annually of at least $250,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
~RD]. I 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment and-to sup
port the position taken by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. SHAFER]. As a 
member of the subcommittee, we heard 
testimony on this proposal on the budg
et for the Civil Defense Authority. The 
testimony indicated that they had ex
haustively gone into the conditions· at 
the site of Olney and had come to the 
conclusion that the site was inadequate 
for their long-range plans, and that they 
were considering moving to one of sev
eral sites, Indiantown Gap, Pa., or Bat
tle Creek, Mich. As I understand it, 
after a full investigation of all the pos
sibilities, the executive branch of the 
Government felt that the Government
owned site at Battle Creek, Mich., which 
is presently not used, was the most de
sirable site that they could find for their 
overall program. I understand one of 
the major factors in their decision was 
the fact that they could save about 
$200,000 to $250,000 annually in the op
eration of their agency by such a move 
from Olney to Battle Creek. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. FORD. I yield. 
Mr. HYDE. Does the gentleman un

derstand that this amendment applies 
not to the civil defense headquarters but 
it applies merely to the training center 
for which there is now a building at 
Olney? There is this installation, for 
example, . known as Rescue Street . on 
which there are any number of buildings 
in various stages of destruction to simu
late· a destroyed town, which would have 
to be entirely done away with and which 
would-have to be reconstructed in a new 
-location, and ·that the loss on that in
stallation alone would cost over a quar
ter of a million dollars on what has al
ready been invested there to . say noth
ing of the cost of removal to the new lo
cation, which expense in itself would be 
more than enough to pay for the entire 
location at Olney. 

Mr. FORD. It is my understanding 
that all of those factors of initial cost of 
construction at Olney, the cost of doing 
whatever is necessary at Battle Creek, 
plus the comparative cost between what 
they pay now and what they will have to 
pay at Battle Creek for annual mainte
nance and operation were taken into 
consideration and in the estimation of 
the Civil Defense authorities, based upon 
what they consider essential in the over
all civilian defense picture, they feel that 
Battle Creek is the best possible site that 
they could get and, consequently, I sin
cerely hope that the decision of the ex
ecutive branch will be upheld and the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Maryland will be defeated. 

Mr. HYDE. I have one further ques
tion. There is another matter which 
was not thrashed out before the sub
committee. 

Mr. FORD. I think that is correct, 
that we get the benefit of the decision 
of the executive branch of the Govern
ment. That is a decision which is the 
responsibility primarily of the executive 
branch, and consequently all we got was 
a report as to what the facts were and 

on what basis they predicated their 
views . . 

I repeat again, Mr. Chairman, I hope 
the amendment is defeated so that this 
movement for the best interests of the 
Civil Defense and in the best interests 
of the country as a whole will take place 
as rapidly as possible. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. HYDEl. 

The amendment was rejected. 
- The Clerk read as follows: 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the act of August 13, 1953 (67 
Stat. 576), .including services as authorized 
by section 15 of the act of August 2, 1946 
(5 U. S. C. 55a), at rates not to exceed $50 
per diem in lieu of subsistence for members 
of the Commission serving without compen
sation; purc:qase of not to exceed 2 passenger 
motor vehicles; and entertainment, $170,000. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McCuLLocH: 

Page 28, lines 18 and 19, after the semicolon 
in line 18, strike the remainder of the line 
and all of line 19 and insert in lieu thereof 
"$25,000." 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, in 
the dying days of the 1st session of the 
83d Congress, Subcommittee No. 4 of the 
Judiciary Committee, out of considera
tion for the patriotism of our people and 
in due respect to the courage of those 
Founding Fathers who hallowed the 
ground at Jamestown, at Williamsburg, 
and _at Yorktown, favorably reported a 
Senate joint resolution, which later be
came Public Law 263, which _was ap
proved by the President on August 13, 
1953. 
· That joint resolution was reported 
out of Subcommittee No. 4 .and out of 
the full Judiciary Committee only after 
the entire section, which authorized an 
appropriation, was stricken from the 
bill . . I feel sure I am safe in saying to 
the members of the committee that 
neither the subcommittee nor the full 
Committee on the Judiciary would have 
favorably reported that joint resolution 
had the amendment striking the section 
in question not been agreed to. 

In the meantime those who are inter
ested in this celebration-and I think it · 
is a fine thing and I am wholeheartedly 
in support of the celebration down 
there-are requesting an appropriation 
of $170,000, which will be requested for 
each of 3 years during the time this cele
bration will ·continue. 

Let me enumerate some of the items 
covered by this $170,000, according to 
testimony before our committee, which 
will be found on page 1105 and the sev
eral following pages of the printed hear
ings. In the first place 12 full-time 
employees would be hired, 5 of whom 
would receive $9,600, or more, a year, 
each. In addition, $35,000 of this sum 
would be paid to consultants who are 
authorized to travel to France and to 
Britain and to expen.d · as much as 
$15,000 for traveling expenses. In ad
dition, this Commission, pursuant to this 
budget, would be authorized to buy 2 
new passenger automobiles, would be 
authorized to buy 5 intercommunica
tion systems, 5 brandnew typewriters, 2 
dictaphone transcribers, and other itemS 



11474 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 22 

along that line, when all the time there 
are in the GSA similar items that could 
be used to good advantage. 

I repeat, this Commission is intended 
to function for 3 years which means, at 
this rate, that it will ultimately cost 
$510,000. My amendment would reduce 
the appropriation to $25,000 a year. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. I yield to the gen~ 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. I feel sure that the 
gentleman has stated it correctly when 
he says that no member of the Com~ 
mittee on the Judiciary ever had any 
impression that such a sum as $170,000 
and that much for each of 3 years would 
be spent on this celebration. Our com
mittee, as the gentleman knows, takes 
a position with regard to these celebra~ 
tions that it wants to foster patriotism, 
but it certainly does not intend that 
such large expenditures shall be made. 
I shall support the gentleman's amend
ment and I hope it will be agreed to. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. I yield to the gen~ 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALTER. As a matter of fact, 
the Committee on the Judiciary by unan~ 
imous vote deleted a section authorizing 
an appropriation? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. That is exactly 
right. As I stated at the very beginning, 
the committee, as I recall, unanimously 
struck the entire section which would 
have authorized an appropriation. 

I am chairman of the subcommittee to 
which all of these bills proposing cele~ 
brations are referred and, like my good 
friend, the gentleman from New York, 
I am also interested in fostering patriot~ 
ism, love of country and indoctrinating 
the youth of the land with the courage, 
foresight and the political know-how of 
the founders of this country. If we are 
to be confronted with appropriations of 
this size for every bill that comes to us 
for the celebration of such affairs, I am 
fearful that in the future no celebration 
bills will be approved by the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. I yield to the gen· 
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. MEADER. May I ask the gentle
man if at about the same time we ap
proved a bill for the celebration of the 
anniversary of Columbia University, also 
a celebration of our independence at 
Philadelphia, and in both cases with 
agreement by the sponsors of those bills 
we deleted all authorization for appro
priation of Federal funds? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. The answer to 
both of the questions is unequivocally 
"Yes." It was by the consideration of 
the members of the Committee on the 
Judiciary and in that course of action 
that this joint resolution was favorably 
reported. 

I hope that the committee will ap
prove the amendment which I have of
fered. 

Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. McCuL
LOCH]. 

Mr. Chairman, I assure you that this 
celebration which is proposed at James
town, Williamsburg, and Yorktown is one_ 
of the most important celebrations that 
has ever taken place in the United States 
of America. But this is much more than 
a celebration. 

In the first place, 1957 will be the 
350th anniversary of the founding of 
America. In 1607 at Jamestown there 
was established the first permanent 
English settlement on the North Ameri~ 
can Continent. 

Moreover, 1957 will mark the 175th 
anniversary of the surrender at York
town where our Nation won its independ
ence. Strangely enough, the 175 years 
that have followed that event are exactly 
the same number of years as Virginia 
remained a colony. 

Mr. Chairman, this Government has 
recognized the importance of this area 
and has established there the Colonial 
National Historical Park. It embraces 
the 3 locations of Yorktown, Jamestown, 
and Williamsburg, which are not more 
than 24 miles apart. Williamsburg is 
in the center with Yorktown 12 miles 
on one side and Jamestown 12 miles on 
the other. The Federal Government 
plans during the coming years to put 
certain public installations in that na
tional memorial. They have already 
spent large sums of money there and 
will spend additional sums in the future. 
Now, what _the Government is being 
asked to do in this instance is merely to 
accelerate work already planned on this 
national memorial so that it will be 
available to the thousands and thou
sands of citizens who will visit the cele~ 
bration which will take place in 1957. A 
national Federal commission has been 
established to supervise this work and 
to advise with the Department of the 
Interior. That Commission has been 
appointed by the President of the United 
States, the President pro tempore of the 
Senate, and the Speaker of this body; 
The Commission is not going to limit 
its activities to this celebration; it will 
advise the Department of the Interior in 
planning the park that will memorialize 
the most historic events in the history of 
America so that future generations may 
go there and pay homage to our fore
fathers who established this great land, 
pay homage to the cradle of democracy 
that nurtured those men who made this 
Nation great, men such as Jefferson, 
Marshall, and others of that character. 
This park will ever be a memorial to the 
:flowering ·of democracy, and I believe 
that the Members of this House will 
agree that if there ever was a time that 
we should reaffirm our faith in democ~ 
racy it is today, when a contrary ideology 
is gaining strength in the world. 

This area of Virginia has in it many 
firsts. It was not only the first perma~ 
nent English settlement in America; the 
first legislative body that ever sat on 
American soil held its first session in 
Jamestown in 1619. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 addi
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GARY. The first law school in 

America was established at Williams~ 
burg. The second oldest college in Amer
ica is located at Williamsburg. The 
landing of the first Negroes in this coun~ 
try took place within this area; the first 
port of entry, the first customshouse, the 
first iron factory, the first glass works, 
and the beginnings of many other Amer~ 
ican political and economic activities. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to im~ 
pose any longer on the patience of this 
House at this late hour. I believe that 
the Members of this House realize the 
importance of this great celebration and 
the work that should be done by the 
Federal Government to improve this na~ 
tiona! memorial park so that it will be 
ready for this celebration. I respect~ 
fully urge that the committee vote down 
this amendment. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. FORD. I think it should be 
pointed out that this was not a request 
which was initiated by the Congress but 
one that was initiated and submitted 
to the Committee on Appropriations by · 
the ex-ecutive branch of the Government, 
and the amount included was presented 
by the President in his budget proposal. 

Mr. GARY. I thank my distinguished 
colleague from Michigan for his contri~ 
bution. That is absolutely correct. It 
is not an amount asked by the State 
of Virginia. It was the amount asked 
by the Department of the Interior and 
the President, through the Interior De
partment. The Department of the In
terior will administer these funds which 
will be spent under the proper guidance 
of this committee and the Interior De
partment. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment of the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
GARY], who preceded me, spoke very elo~ 
quently about early American history. 
No man could have presented a case on 
the :floor more :fluently, more earnestly 
than the gentleman from Virginia. But 
I am a bit concerned and perhaps a bit 
confused by some of the things that go 
on. 

We have a distinguished gentleman 
from the State of Virginia whose name is 
a household word throughout the United 
States for economy. Periodically I get 
a report from his committee pointing out 
the necessity of cutting down Federal 
appropriations; cutting down the num
ber of personnel, cutting down the 
number of automobiles. Here, to my 
amazement, we have some distinguished 
citizens from his State who come before 
the Congress of the United States and 
ask for funds. For what purpose? For 
another commission; for two more 
automobiles; to ·increase the number of 
employees in the Federal service. 
· Are we on one hand to talk about cur
tailing _the number of personnel. the 
number ot automobiles, the amount of 

• • ~ I ' .. • 
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Government expenditures and then on 
the other hand appropriate more money? 

I do not like to do things that way. I 
think there are many other Members of 
the House who do not like to do things 
that way .. It is one thing to preach 
economy. It is one thing to hold one
self up as an example of economy. It is 
another thing to practice that and to put 
it into effect. 

The people of the State of Virginia are 
excellent Americans. · They are good 
people. They are good citizens. Their 
Representatives in Congress can only be 
as good as they permit them to be. 
Here we have had an example on the 
question of economy, in the delegation 
from the State of Virginia requesting 
funds from the Federal Government. 
Lets be consistent. 

I hope the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. McCULLOCH] 
is agreed to. 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend
ment offered by the chairman of our 
Judiciary Subcommittee No. 4, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. McCULLocH]. I 
represented our committee on the floor 
when the bill creating this commis
sion last year passed under unanimous 
consent. 

I want to call attention to a very 
unusual situation that we face here. 
Frequently, when we are considering ap
propriation bills, we hear the argument 
made that Congress, through its legis
lative committees and by action of the 
House, has authorized a Federal activ
ity, and that the Appropriations Com
mittee should not be allowed to destroy 
that program which the Congress has 
ordered. Now we find the contrary of 
that situation. We find a subcommit
tee of the Committee on the Judiciary 
has considered an item in a bill that was 
before it containing an authorization 
for an appropriation of Federal funds 
and that subcommittee expressly and 
consciously deleted that section from 
the bill and in that fashion it was ap
proved by the full Committee on the Ju
diciary and in that fashion approved, 
under unanimous consent, by the House 
of Representatives. Notwithstanding 
the fact that Congress had expressed it
self as not authorizing Federal funds 
for that purpose, now we come in here 
and have an appropriation of $170,000 
for 3 years to celebrate an historical 
event. 

One reason I am disturbed about this 
is that at the same time we had bills 
before us to celebrate an anniversary 
of Columbia University and also the In
dependence celebration in Philadelphia, 
both of which originally contained very 
minor appropriations, something on the 
order of $10,000 or $15,000. The Judi
ciary Committee and the subcommittee, 
after discussion with the sponsors of 
those programs, deleted, with their con
sent, any authorization for an appro
priation. 

If we are . to commence setting up 
commissions with five employees getting 
·over $9,600 a year to work for 3 years in 
preparation for an historical event, and 
every State has historical events that it 
is proud of, there will be no end to -the 

creation of these commissions and the 
expenditure of public funds, especially 
if it can be done when the Congress has 
expressly denied the authorization of 
funds for a purpose of this character. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEADER. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. I think the Members 
in voting on this amendment should 
bear in mind that many of us from time 
to time have such projects, in which we 
are interested, and genuinely interested. 
If this procedure of creating these com
missions and having these celebrations 
is abused by Congress voting an expend
iture of unjustified funds, it certainly 
will react adversely against other cele
brations and to the detriment of many 
other Members of the House. 

Mr. MEADER. I thank the gentle
man. 

May I add out of my own experience 
that within this month the city of Jack
son, Mich., in my district, put on a cele
bration of the founding of the city and 
also the founding of the Republican 
Party in Jackson, Mich., on July 6, 1854. 
The citizens of that community gave of 
their time and gave of their funds and 
put on a celebration that was really 
worthwhile, yet they did not ask the 
Federal Government for any money for 
a purpose of that kind. 

I think if we establish the precedent 
of setting up a Federal commission with 
high-paid employees and $69,000 for 
miscellaneous expenses there will be no 
end to the expense that will come out of 
the Federal Treasury, because you will 
find difficulty in distinguishing between 
Virginia, Massachusetts, New York, 
Philadelphia, and Michigan. 

I think the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Ohio perhaps leaves 
too much money by giving $25,000 in this 
appropriation since there was no appro
priation authorized originally in the 
legislation, but I am going to support 
his amendment because as a practical 
matter perhaps some reliance has been 
placed upon the approval by the In
terior Department of this item in the 
budget. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEADER. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. In 1949 or 1950 the 
House of Representatives voted $2 mil
lion for a sesquicentennial celebration 
in Washington, D. C. I fought that raid 
on the Treasury. There was proposed to 
be built down in Foggy Bottom, along 
the Anacostia River, a lot of fancy build
ings, . and so on and so forth. That 
ended up in the biggest boondoggle of 
its kind of all time. About the only thing 
the people got out of that $2 million 
appropriation was a bunch of payrollers 
and a band shell"that floats on the Poto
mac River. Let us not make that kind 
of a mistake twice. 

Mr. MEADER. I may say in closing 
that the $170,000 sought to be appro
priated to the Commission will not pro
duce any buildings. Any improvements 
such as roads or any other structures in 
a national memorial park come out of 
a totally different appropriation in far 

larger amounts. The $170,000 does 
nothing but pay salaries and operate 
the commission for a year. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. McCuLLOCH]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision <demanded by Mr. GARY) there 
were-ayes 85, noes 41. 

So the amendment was agreed on. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEC. 1111. (a) After the date of enactment 

· hereof no amount shall be recorded as an 
obligation of the Government of the United 
States unless it is supported by documentary 
evidence of-

( 1) a binding agreement in writing be
tween the parties thereto, in a manner and 
form and for a purpose authorized by law, 
executed before the expiration of the period 
of availability for obligation of the appro
priation or fund concerned for specific goods 
to be delivered, real property to be purchased 
or leased, or work or services to be per
formed; or 

(2) a valid loan agreement, showing the 
amount of the loan to be made and the 
terms of repayment thereof; or 

(3) an order required by law to be placed 
with a Government agency; or 

(4) an order issued pursuant to a law 
authorizing purchases without advertising 
when necessitated by public exigency or for 
perishable subsistence supplies or with in 
specific monetary limitations; or 

(5) a grant or subsidy payable (i) from 
appropriations made for payment of or con
tributions toward, sums required to be paid 
in specific .amounts fixed by law or in ac
cord with formulae prescribed in law, or 
(ii) pursuant to agreement authorized by, 
or plans approved in accord with and au
thorized by, law; or 

(6) a liability which may result from 
pending litigation brought under authority 
of law; or 

(7) employment or services of persons or 
expenses of travel in accord with law, and 
services performed by public utilities; or · 

(8) any other legal liability of the United 
States against an appropriation or fund 
legally available therefor. 

(b) Not later than September 30 of each 
year, the head of each Federal agency shall 
certify, as to each appropriation or fund 
under the control of such agency, the 
amount thereof remaining obligated but un
expended and the amount thereof remaining 
unobligated on June 30 of such year and 
copies of such certification shall be for
warded by him to the chairmen of the Com
mittees on Appropriations of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives, to the Comp
troller General of the United States, and 
to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the duty of making certifications as re
quired by this subsection shall not be dele
gated: Provided, That such certification for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, shall 
be made not later than October 31, 1954, 
and shall include only such obligations as 
could have been recorded under the pro
visions of subsection (a) hereof. 

(c) Each qertification made pursuant to 
subsection (b) shall be supported by rec
ords evidencing the amounts which are cer
tified therein as having been obligated and 
such records shall be retained in the agency 
in such form as to facilitate audit and re
conciliation for such period as may be nec
essary for such purposes. 

(d) No appropriation or fund which is 
limited for obligation purposes to a definite 
period of time shall be available for expendi
ture after the expiration of such period ex
cept for liquidation of amounts obligated 
in accord with subsection (a) hereof; but 
no such appropriation or fund shall remain 



11476 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 22 
available for expenditure for any period be
yond that otherwise authorized by law. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. VoRYS: On page 

40, after line 9, insert a new paragraph as 
follows: 

"(e) Any statement of obligation of funds 
furnished by any agency of the Government 
to the Congress or any committee thereof 
shall include only such amounts as may be 
valid obligations as defined in subsection 
(a) hereof." 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VORYS. I yield. 
Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, this is 

an amendment to the definition of an 
obligation which has been prepared over 
the winter, and the amendment has 
been drawn up by the clerk of the Com
mittee on Appropriations. As far as I 
am concerned, I am prepared to accept 
it. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, we are 
glad to accept the amendment. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, section 
1111 is legislation on an appropriation 
bill, but it is the kind of legislation that 
comes most appropriately from the Ap
propriations Committee; it is very good, 
carefully drawn, much-needed legisla
tion, and I congratulate the Committee 
on Appropriations on this section. 

But they have been a little selfish 
about it. They have applied their care
fully limited definition of a Government 
obligation only to certifications to the 
Appropriations Committees. My amend
ment would make it apply to reports to 
all committees of Congress. 

I have been interested in this subject 
for years, as we have reviewed in the 
Foreign Affairs Committee the growing 
unexpended balances in the ECA, 
MOAP, MSA, and FOA programs. 
Everyone agrees that, in considering 
whether a department or agency has 
any leftover funds, money that the 
Government is already legally, actually 
obligated to spend should be considered 
in all honesty as already spent, insofar 
as congressional action is concerned. 
A true, legal, actual obligation of the 
United States Government should not be 
any more subject to rescission, reduc
tion, or change by Congress than money 
already spent, even though the money 
was spent unwisely or dishonestly. But 
what has been the result of this sim
ple, natural, honest view of a Govern
ment obligation? Departmental and 
agency people, in their determination 
to hold on to leftover funds, unused 
funds, to prevent their reverting to the 
Treasury; to tie the hands of Congress 
in considering whether the agency needs 
these funds, have adopted the device of 
pasting the labels obligation or obli
gated balance all over such funds. 
We have all heard stories of the fever
ish rush in Government oflices to get 
funds obligated toward the end of a 
fiscal year by bookkeeping and account
ing manuevers that bar reconsideration 
by Congress but leave the agency free 
to do as it pleases with such funds. 

This section, as amended, may stop 
such monkey business. Cynics may say 

that it will result in actual overobligat
ing and extravagance. I think not. I 
think, however, we need to be consider
ing some penalties that might be ap
plied both to fictitious labeling of ob
ligations and to overobligating. 

In any case, this section as amended, 
will help the work of both the Appro
priation and the legislative committees. 
Executive juggling between the author
ization and appropriation stages of leg
islation accounts for a lot of overspend
ing. This will help to stop this juggling 
by at least giving the same kind of fig
ures to all congressional committees. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk concluded the reading of 

the bill. 
Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

that the Committee do now rise and 
report the bill back to the House with 
sundry amendments, with the recom
mendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and that the bill as amended 
do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. ALLEN of Illinois, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consid
eration the bill (H. R. 9936) making 
supplemental appropriations for the fis
cal year ending June 30, 1955, and for 
other purposes, had directed him to re
port the bill back to the House with sun
dry amendments with the recommenda
tion that the amendments be agreed to 
and that the bill as amended do pass. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the bill and all 
amendments to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote de

manded on any amendment? 
Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a 

separate vote on the Preston amend
ment, the airport amendment; and on 
the Wigglesworth amendment for ship 
construction. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote 
demanded on any other amendment? 
If not, the Chair ·wm put the other 
amendments en bloc. 

The other amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the first amendment on which a separate 
vote is demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PRESTON: On 

page 6, line 8, add: 
"CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION-FEDERAL

AID AIRPORT PROGRAM, FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 
"For carrying out the provisions of the 

Federal Airport Act of May 13, 1946, as 
amended (except section 5 (a) ) , $22 million, 
of which ( 1) $20 million shall be for projects 
in the States in accordance with section 6 
of said act, (2) $250,000 for projects in 
Puerto Rico, (3) $50,000 for projects in the 
Virgin Islands, ( 4) $225,000 for projects in 
the Territory of Hawaii, (5) $225,000 for 
projects in the Territory of Alaska, and (6) 
$1,250,000 shall be available as one fund for 
necessary planning, research, and adminis
trative expenses (including not to exceed 
$125,000 'Civil Aeronautics Administration,• 
for necessary administrative expenses, in-

eluding the maintenance and operation of 
aircraft): Provided, That the amount made 
available herein for administrative expenses 
shall be in addition to the amount made 
available for such purposes in the Depart
ment of Commerce Appropriation Act, 1955." 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. TABER) the13 
were-ayes 144, noes 42. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum is 
not present and make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] Two hundred and 
forty-three Members are present, a 
quorum. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re

port the next amendment on which a 
separate vote has been demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WIGGLESWORTH: 

Page 6, line 11, after the words "ship con
struct ion" , strike out all of lines 11, 12, and 
13, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"For p ayment of construction-differential 
subsidy and cost of national-defense fea
tures incident to construction of 4 passen
ger-cargo ships under title V of the Mer
chant Marine Act, 1936, as amended (46 
U. S. C. 1154); for reconditioning and bet
terment of not to exceed 4 ships in the 
national-defense reserve fieet; and for nec
essary expenses for the acquisition or used 
t ankers pursuant to section 510 of the Mer
chant Marine Act, 1936, as amended (46 
U. S. C. 1160), and the payment of cost of 
national-defense features incorporated in 
new tankers constructed to replace such 
used tankers, $82,600,000: Provided, That ap
propriations granted herein shall be avail
able to pay construction-di1Ierential subsidy 
granted by the Federal Maritime Board, pur
suant to section 501 (c) of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, as amended, to aid in the 
reconstruction· of any Mariner-class ships 
sold under the provisions of title VII o! the 
1936 act. Provided further, That all ship 
construction, reconditioning and betterment 
of vessels appropriated for herein be per
formed in shipyards in the continental 
United States." 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. TABER) there 
were-ayes 159, noes 44. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Ways and Means may have 
until midnight tonight to rue a report 
on H. R. 10009. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from -the Senate; by ·Mr.·· 
Ast, one of its cler~, announced · that· 
the Senate had passed without amend
ment a · concurrent resolution· of the 
House of the following title: 

H. Con. Res.-257. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of additional copies. 
of the hearings relative to the contribution· 
of atomic energy to medicine. 

The message also an:ilounced that the 
Senate had passed a concurrent resolu
tion of the following title, in which the 
concurrence of the House is requested: . 

S. Con. Res. 9&. Concurrent resolution to 
extend the greetings and felicitations of 
CongreSS' to Hon. Herbert Hoover on the 8oth 
anniversary of his birth, August 10, 1954. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendment of 
the House to the bill <S. 2670) entitled 
"An act to provide for the termination 
of Federal supervision over the property· 
of certain tribes, bands, and colonies of 
Indians in the State of Utah and the 
individual members thereof, and for 
other purposes"; requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon; and appoints 
Mr. WATKINS, Mr. DwORSHAK, and Mr. 
ANDERSON to be the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report ·of the com
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the House to the bill <S. 252) 
entitled ''An act to permit all civil ac
tions against the United States for re
covery of taxes erroneously or illegally 
a,ssessed or collected to be brought in 
the district courts with right of trial by 
jury." 

FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT TAX 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 5173) 
to provide that the excess of collections 
from the Federal unemployment tax over 
unemployment compensation adminis
trative expenses shall be used to estab
lish and maintain a $200 million reserve 
in the Federal unemployment account 
which will be available for advances to 
the States, to provide that the remainder 
of such excess shall be returned to the 
States, and for other purposes, with Sen
ate amendments thereto and concur in 
the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: . 
Page 1, line 4, strike out "1953" and insert 

"'1954". 
Page 2, line 13, strike out "unemployment" 

and insert "employment security". 
Page 3, line 2, str_ike out "unemployment" 

and insert "employment security". 
Page 3, line 6, strike out "unemployment" 

and insert "employment security". 
Page 3, strike out all after line 7 over to 

and including line 4 on page 4 and insert: 
" • ( 1) The aggregate of the amounts ex

pended during the fiscal year for the purpose 
of assisting the States in (A) the adminis
tration of their unemployment compensa- . 
tion laws (including administration pursu
ant to agreements under title IV of the Vet
erans' Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952), · 
(B) the establishment and maintenance o! ' 
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systems .at public employment omces ~in- ac-
cordance with the act of June 6, 1933, as 
~mended - (2~ t;r. S.C., sec. 49-49n}, and (Cf 
carrying into effect section 602 of the Serv
icemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, as ' 
amended; and 
. "'(2) the amount estimated by the Sec

retary of Labor as equal to the necessary ex
penses incurred during the fiscal year for the 
performance by the Department of Labor of 
its functions (except its functions with re
spect to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands) 
under (i) this title and titles III and XII of 
this act, and (ii) the Federal Unemployment 
Tax Act, (iii) the provisions of the act of 
June 6, 1933, as amended, (iv) title IV (ex
cept sec. 602) of the Servicemen's Read
justment Act of 1944, as amended, and (v) 
title IV of the Veterans' Readjustment Act 
of 1952; and'." 
· Page 4, line 5, strike out "(2)" and insert 

.. (3) ". 
Page 4, strike out lines 11, 12, and 13. 

. Page 5, line 17, after "Labor", insert "and 
certified by him to the Secretary of the 
Treasury on or before that date". 

Page 5, line 17, after "States", insert "to 
the Secretary of Labor by June 1". 

Page 5, line 22, strike out "June 1" and in
sert "May 1''. 
· Page 5, line 24, strike out "June 1" and 
insert "May 1 ". 
. Page 8, line 13, strike out "account" and 
insert "unemployment fund". 
. Page 8, line 22, after "subsection;", insert 

"and". 
Page 8, strike out all after line 22 over to 

and including line 3 on page 9. 
Page 9, line 4, strike out " ( 4) " and insert 

"(3) ". 
Page 9, line 5, strike out "(1), (2), and 

· (3)" and insert "(1) and (2) ". 
Page 9, line 7, strike out "shall, from time 

to time, certify" and insert "shall certify." 
Page 10, line 15, strike out "(a)". 
Page 10, line 18, after "shall", insert 

•'promptly". 
Page 10, lines 18 and 19, strike out "as or

the close of the calendar month in which the 
Governor makes such request". 

Page 10, line 20, after "the", insert "un
employment trust fund for credit to the". 

Page 11, line 5, strike out "subsection (a)" 
and insert "section 1201 ". 

Page 11, line 8, after "paid", insert ", re
ceived, and covered into the Treasury". 

Page 11, lines 9 and 10, strike out "subsec
tion (a)" and insert "section 1201". 

Page 11, line 10, after "the" where it ap- . 
pears the second time insert "unemploy
ment trust fund for credit to the". 

Page 11, lines 14 and 15, strike out "from 
time- to time from the general fund in" and 
insert "at the close of the month 1n which 
the moneys were coyered into". 
· Page 11, line 15, after "the", where it ap

pears the second time insert "unemploy
ment trust fund for credit to the". 

Page 11, line 16, after "be", insert ", as o! 
the first day of the succeeding month". 

Page 11, line 18, strike out "from time to 
time". 
· Page 11, line 20, strike out "title."" and 

insert "title". 
Page 11, after line 2Q, insert: 
" 'SEC. 1203. When used in this title, the . 

term "governor" shall include the Commis
sioners of the District of Columbia.' " 

- Page 12, line 16, strike out "second" and 
insert "fourth". 

Amend the title so as to read: "A bill to 
provide that the excess of collections from 
the Federal unemployment tax over employ
ment security administrative expenses shall 
be used to establish and maintain a $200 
million reserve in the Federal unemployment 
account which will be available for advances 
to the States, to provide that the remainder 
of such -excess shall be returned to the 
States, and for other purposes." 

: Mr. REED- of New ·York. -Mr. Speak
er, only two of the Senate amendments 
are of importance. ·The others are pure
ly technical, clerical, or clarifying in na
ture. 
· The first amendment of substance 

eliminates the requirement that a State 
maintain an average 2.7-percent tax dur
ing the quarter in which application is 
lilade for an advance in order to be eli
gible for the advance. This will avoid 
compelling States as a condition of eli
gibility for a loan to make sharp in
creases in ·employers' contributions dur
ing periods of high unemployment when 
they are least ab~e to meet such in
creases. 

The second amendment relates to the 
repayment of advances obtained by the 
States. Under the House bill, repay
~ent of the advances obtained by 
States were to be made by either <a> . 
transfer of funds from the trust ac
count of the borrowing State-at the di
rection of its governor-to the Federal 
unemployment account, or (b) a de
crease in the 90-percent allowable credit 
against the 3-percent Federal unem
ployment tax. Under the House bill, 
this decrease in allowable tax credits 
would have begun after the second Jan
uary 1 on which outstanding advances 
have not been repaid by transfer of 
funds from the State's trust fund. Un
qer the Senate amendment, the decrease 
in allowable credits will not begin until 
after the fourth-rather than the sec
ond-January 1 on which such condi
tions exist. 
. Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, if the 

gentleman will yield, the Senate amend
ments have been examined by those of 
us on this side, and we are in agreement 
with the request made by the gentle
man from New York. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were con

curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 

AMENDING THE TARIFF ACT OF 1930 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent for the imme
diate consideration of H. R. 8932, a bill 
to amend the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended, to reclassify dictaphones by 
transferring them from their existing 
tariff classification under paragraph 1542 
of the Tariff Act to a new provision under 
paragraph 372. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
· The Clerk read as follows: 

Be ·it enacted, etc., That paragraph 372 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U. S. C., sec. 1001, 
par. 372) is hereby amended by inserting 
after "cash registers, 25 percent ad valorem;'' 
the following: "business dictating, recording, 
and transcribing machines, chiefly used in 
business offices of the type or types recording 
on nonmagnetizable recording medium, and 
parts thereof, 15 percent ad valorem;". 

SEC. 2. Paragraph 1542 of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U. S. C., sec. 1001, par. 1542) 1s 
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hereby amended by striking out the word 
"dictaphones." 

SEc. 3. The amendments made by this act 
shall take effect at the close of the 30th day 
after the day on which this act is enacted. 

With the following committee amend· 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

"That paragraph 372 of the Tari11 Act of 
1930 (19 U.s. C., sec. 1001, par. 372) is hereby 
amended by inserting after 'cash registers, 25 
percent ad valorem;' the following: 'business 
dictating, recording, and transcribing ma
chines, chiefly used in business offices, of the 
type or types recording on nonmagnetizable 
recording medium, and parts thereof, 30 per
cent ad valorem;'. 

"SEc. 2. Paragraph 1542 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 (19 U. S. C., sec. 1001, par. 1542) 
is hereby amended by striking out 'dicta
phones,' in each place it appears therein. 

" SEc. 3. Nothing in this act shall be con
strued as affecting in any manner existing 
international obligations of the United 
States with respect to the duty on the articles 
inserted by the first section of this act in 
paragraph 372 of the Tari11 Act of 1930, 
and the rate of duty of 15 percent ad va
lorem presently applied to such articles 
under paragraph 1542 of such act, as modi
fled pursuant to such international obliga
tions, shall continue to be applied to such 
articles and to be subject to modification or 
termination in the same manner and to the 
same extent as under existing ·law. 

"SEc. 4. The amendments made by this 
act shall take effect at the close of the 30th 
day after the day on which this act is en
acted." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
the new paragraph would include busi
ness dictating, recording, and transcrib· 
ing machines, chiefly used in business 
omces, of the type or types recording on 
nonmagnetized recording medium, and 
parts thereof. 

The present tariff status of dicta· 
phones is that they are now classified 
in paragraph 1542 of the tariff act in 
the sundries schedule along with gramo· 
phones and musical instruments. They 
are dutiable at 15 percent ad valorem 
under paragraph 1542, the rate having 
been reduced from 30 percent in trade
agreement negotiations. 

H. R. 8932 would transfer dictaphones 
from the sundries schedule contained in 
paragraph 1542 to paragraph 372 in the 
machinery schedule where it would be 
classified with various types of ma
chinery, including omce machines. The 
bill would continue the 15-percent rate 
applicable to dictaphones so that no 
change in duty is involved under your 
committee's bill. H. R. 8932 would, how
ever, involve a change in nomenclature, 
and the new description would be "busi
ness dictating, recording, and transcrib
ing machines, chiefly used in business 
omces, of the type or types recording on 
nonmagnetized recording medium." 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
has been informed that, because dicta· 
phones have been classified in the same 
paragraph along with phonographs and 
musical instruments, other countries 
have similarly classified them and as a 
result have imposed luxury taxes higher 
than would otherwise be the case. Fa· 
vorable reports have been received on 

H. R. 8932 from the Departments of the 
Treasury and Commerce. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
adopted an amendment to H. R. 8932 in 
the nature of a substitute which, in addi· 
tion to clarifying and technical changes, 
incorporates changes designed to insure 
that the bill will not affect the rate of 
duty applica\)le to the articles covered 
by the bill. As introduced, the bill 
amends the Tariff Act of 1930, to provide 
for a 15-percent ad valorem duty for 
these articles. The rate now specified in 
the act for these articles is 30 percent, but 
the rate generally in effect has been re
duced to 15 percent as a result of trade
agreement negotiations under section 
350 of the Tariff Act of 1930. The com
mittee amendment continues the 30· 
percent rate in the act, but provides that 
existing trade agreements, and the 15-
percent rate established as a result of 
such agreements, shall continue to ap
ply, until lawfully modified or termi
nated. Under the amendment, articles 
covered by the bill which are produced 
in any nation or area designated under 
section 5 of the Trade Agreements Ex
tension Act of 1951 as Communist-domi
nated or controlled will continue to be 
dutiable at the 30-percent rate. An
other example of the effect of the 
amendment is that if the authority to 
apply reduced rates through trade agree
ments should be terminated and the 
statutory levels reinstated, the rate for 
the articles covered by the bill would 
revert to 30 percent rather than be fixed 
at 15 percent. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
was unanimous in recommending the 
enactment of H. R. 8932. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon· 
sider was laid on the table. 

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES 
OF CONFERENCE REPORT ON H. R. 
8300 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent for the im
mediate consideration of House Concur. 
rent Resolution 260. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring) , That there be 
printed 8,300 additional copies of the confer
ence report on H . R. 8300, a bill to revise the 
internal-revenue laws of the United States, 
of which 1,000 shall be for the use of the 
Committee on Finance, 1,500 for the Senate 
document room, 3,000 for the use of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, 300 for the use 
of the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue 
Taxation, and 2,500 for the House document 
room. 

The resolution was agreed to, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Appropriations have until midnight 
Saturday to file a report on the Foreign 
Operations Administration appropria· 
tion bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 

all points of order on the bill. 

BffiTHDAY ANNIVERSARY OF HON. 
HERBERT HOOVER 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent for the immedi
ate consideration of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution (S. Con. Res. 96). 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That the Con
gress of the United States thereby extends 
to the Honorable Herbert Hoover its greet
ings and felicitations on the 80th anni
v·ersary of his birth, August 10, 1954. 

SEC. 2. The Congress expresses its admira
tion and gratitude to Mr. Hoover for his 
long years of devoted service to his native 
land and to the world in general in many 
different capacities. 

SEc. 3. The Congress is especially appre
ciative of his willingness to accept cheerfully 
the heavy burden of serving as Chairman of 
the second Commission on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the Government, 
which is an arm of the Congress, in order 
to complete the work so wel~ begun a few 
years ago by a similar commission under his 
chairmanship. 

SEC. 4. The Congress expresses the hope 
and desire that divine providence may per
mit Herbert Hoover to be spared to give 
many more productive years of honored 
service to humanity and to his beloved 
country. 

SEC. 5. A copy of this resolution shall be 
transmitted to America's elder statesman, 
the Honorable Herbert Hoover: 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
might say that this is exactly the same 
concurrent resolution that was adopted 
by the House unanimously on yesterday. 
This has been adopted in the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The concurrent resolution was agreed 

to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 10 
o'clock tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, reserv· 
ing the right to object, I should like to 
ask the gentleman what the program is 
for the rest of the day. If all the gen
tleman intends is to proceed until we 
adopt the rule for the consideration of 
the atomic energy bill, and not go into 
general debate, and not have a night 
session, I shall not object. I think we 
would do better if we adopted the rule 
on the atomic energy bill and met to
morrow at 10 o'clock than to continue 
and debate the atomic energy bill to
night and then attempt to meet at 12 
o'clock tomorrow. 
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Mr. HALLECK. If the gentleman will 

yield, I had hoped that we could pro
ceed with the consideration of the 
atomic energy bill. Certainly the rule 
should be adopted. As I understand it, 
there will not be any considerable 
amount of time taken on the rule. 

I have discussed the matter with the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. CoLE], 
who is chairman of the committee. He 
would like to proceed with general de
bate this evening. Of course, that would 
not necessitate that all Members be pres
ent. Those who wanted to stay and 
participate in the debate or listen to it 
could do so and those who did not want 
to stay could read it in the RECORD in the 
morning at their leisure. 

I appreciate what the gentleman has 
said, but I should like very much to dis
pose of that measure by tomorrow eve
ning. Also, I might say to the gentle
man, there are 17 citations from the 
Committee on On-American Activities 
which we want to call up the first thing 
in the morning. It was suggested to me 
that there would be a vote on at least the 
first one, and I had hoped that that 
could be the quorum call in the morning. 

I trust that the gentleman will not 
Insist upon his suggestion that we do not 
proceed with general debate on the 
atomic energy bill this evening, at least 
for a while, and see what develops. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, I do not 
know of any measure to come before 
this House for the remainder of this ses
sion, and in fact, I do not think of one 
that has come before the House thus far 
this session in which there is more in
terest among the Members of the House 
than in this atomic energy bill. 

We have been here since 10 o'clock this 
morning. I am willing to stay until about 
6 o'clock. I think that would be as late 
as I would be willing to remain here this 
evening. If we meet at 10 o'clock in the 
morning then, we will be fresh for fur
ther consideration of the business of the 
House. 

Mr. HALLECK. Of course, I recognize 
that it is the gentleman's privilege and 
right to take the position he does, to 
object to coming in at 10 o'clock in the 
morning. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I do not object to 
coming in at 10 o'clock in the morning. 

Mr. HALLECK. Do I understand the 
gentleman correctly that if we under
take to go beyond 6 o'clock he would feel 
constrained to oppose the unanimous
consent request that I made to come in 
at 10 o'clock in the morning? 

Mr. RAYBURN. That is correct. I 
think if we adopt the rule, that should 
be sufficient. I should not object to 
sitting until 6 or perhaps a little longer 
for that purpose. 

Mr. HALLECK. I think the rule will 
be adopted very . quickly. 

Mr. RAYBURN. If the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CoLE] wants to 
speak this evening, that is all right with 
me. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. COLE] wants to expedite 
this measure and the work of the House 
of Representatives as, I am quite sure, 
all of us do. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Of course, I am very 
anxious, as I have said, to cooperate with 
the gentleman from 'Indiana on his goal 
of July 31. But I do not think we would 
expedite things by going beyond 6 o'clock 
this evening. 

Mr. HALLECK. I think I understand 
the gentleman's position. Perhaps the 
gentleman will bear with me for a mo
ment to make this observation. 

Yesterday, during discussion of the 
postal pay and rate bill, the gentleman 
spoke of the fact that the House had not, 
under his tenure, employed this proce
dure involving a suspension of the rules 
and that he would never be a party to 
this trend toward denying the represent
atives of the people the right to express 
themselves. Checking back into the 
RECORD of May 19, 1952, I find that the 
gentleman from Texas, our beloved 
former Speaker, who was then Speaker, 
at that time entertained a motion to 
suspend the rules for the consideration 
of a bill to increase social-security pay
ments by $5. Also there was included in 
the bill under suspension of the rules a 
matter that was very objectionable to 
many of us, and we objected to the pro
ceedings which prevented us from any 
amendment to strike out the objection
able matter. When I read the RECORD, 
I found that I made just about the same 
speech that the gentleman did yesterday 
with respect to what was being done. So 
the action yesterday certainly was not 
without precedent on the Democratic 
side. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I will say to the 
gentleman that I also examined the REc
ORD. I said yesterday, as far as my 
memory went. But I will say that this is 
one time in my life my memory failed 
me. 

Mr. CELLER. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, and I shall not ob
ject, is it proposed to meet on Saturday 
in the event we do not conclude consid
eration of the atomic energy bill tomor
row night? 

Mr. HALLECK. Yes. I think un
doubtedly if we did conclude it we would 
meet on Saturday. I would say to the 
gentleman that probably the matters 
that would be up then would not be of 
extreme importance or such as to re
quire necessarily the presence of Mem
bers who had other arrangements or 
other things to do. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, I am not sure 
that I understand the situation. I want 
to cooperate with the leadership, but I 
feel that if the rule is brought UP-and I 
have no objection to the hour's discus
sion of the rule, which can be brought 
up at this time, of course-then if gen
eral debate is to proceed into the eve
ning, I will be constrained to object to 
meeting at 10 o'clock in the morning. I 
have no objection and I will have no ob
jection to meeting at 10 o'clock in the 
morning providing we have an under
standing that the rule will be disposed of 
tonigh~ and the House will then adjourn. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield under his reservation of 
objection? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Yes, certainly. 

. Mr. HALLECK. A number of Mem
bers, including the chairman of the 
Committee on Public Works, have spoken 
to me about disposing of the omnibus 
rivers and harbors bill. They say it has 
a unanimous report and there is no con
troversy about it. Because I am just 
trying to get along with the things we 
have to do, I wonder if we might make 
an arrangement by which we would 
adopt the rule on the atomic energy bill, 
if it could be done in a few minutes, and 
then undertake to let the members of 
the Committee on Public Works dispose 
of the omnibus rivers and harbors bill. 
this evening. The rule on that bill has 
already been adopted. 

Mr. RAYBURN. How much general 
debate will there be on that bill? 

Mr. DONDERO. Two hours. We 
think we can do it within an hour. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I suggest that we 
could proceed with the rivers and har
bors bill. There is no urgency in dis
posing of the rule on the atomic energy 
bill without some discussion. It is an 
important bill. I think that 1 hour on 
the rule and 4 hours of general debate 
is certainly not too much. 

Mr. HALLECK. I do not know of 
anyone who is going to oppose it, as far 
as I understand. I think everybody ex
pects the measure must : taken up and 
disposed of. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I certainly do not 
intend to oppose the rule, but I have had 
many Members come to me and indicate 
their desire to obtain some time to speak. 
As we did agree to a 4-hour limitation 
on debate, it seems to me that the Mem
bers should have the right to use the 
hour of debate on the rule if they so 
desire. 

Mr. HALLECK. As a matter of fact, 
I might say to the gentleman there are 
a number of Members on his side who 
principally come from one State in the 
South where they are having primaries 
next week who are very much interested 
in being here when the rivers and har
bors bill is considered. It certainly 
would accommodate them if it could be 
disposed of. However, I do not know 
that there is more to be accomplished 
by prolonging this discussion. 

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, speak
ing of the rivers and harbors bill, there 
will be some controversy when that bill 
is brought up, and at least 3 or 4 amend
ments will be offered to it that will re
quire time. 

Mr. HALLECK. -I think, Mr. Speaker, 
the only thing we can do is proceed with 
the rule on the Atomic Energy Com
mission bill and, under the suggestion 
of the gentleman from Texas, quit at 6 
o'clock, and let matters go on. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In
diana? 

There was no objection. 

COMMITI'EE ON INTERSTATE AND 
FOREIGN COMMERCE 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
have until midnight tomorrow to file a. 
report on the bill, H. R. 7304. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection w 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. · 

WATERSHED PROTECTION 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I call up the 

conference report on the bill (H. R. 
6788) to authorize the Secretary of Agri
culture to cooperate with States and lo
cal agencies in the planning and carry
iqg out of works of improvement for soil 
conservation, and for other purposes, 
and ask unanimous consent that the 
statement of the managers on the part 
of the House be read in lieu of the re
port. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Kan- · 
sas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
The conference report and statement 

are as follows: · 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 2297) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
6788) · to authorize the Secretary of Agri
culture to cooperate with States and local 
agencies in the planning and carrying out 
of works of improvement for soil conserva
tion, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed . 
to recommend and do recommend to their 
respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to · 
be inserted by the Senate amendment insert 
the following: "That ~rosion, floodwater, and 
sediment damages in the watersheds of the . 
rivers and streams of the United States, caus
ing loss of life and damage to property, con
stitute a menace to the national welfare; 
and that it is the sense of Congress that the 
Federal Government should cooperate with 
States and their political subdivisions, soil 
or water conservation districts, fiood pre
vention or control districts, and other local 
public agencies for the purpose of prevent
ing such damages and of furthering the con
servation, development, utilization, and dis
posal of water and thereby of preserving and 
protecting the Nation's land and water re
sources. 

"SEc. 2. For the purposes of this Act, the 
following terms shall mean: 

"The 'Secretary'-the Secretary of Agricul
ture of the United States. 

"'Works · of improvement'-any undert~k-
1.ng for-

"(1) fiood prevention (including struc
tural and land-treatment measures) or 

" ( 2) agricultural phases of the conserva
tion, development, utilization, and disposal 
of water 
in watershed or subwatershed areas not ex
ceeding two hundred and fifty thousand 
acres and not including any single struc
ture which provides more than five thousand 
acre-feet of total capacity. No appropriation 
shall be made for any plan for works of 
improvement which includes any structure 
which provides more than twenty-five hun
dred acre-feet of total capacity unless such 
plan has been approved by resolutions 
adopted by the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry of the Senate and the Commit
tee on Agriculture of the House of Repre
sentatives, respectively. A number of such 
subwatersheds when they are component _ 
parts of a larger watershed may be plann~d 

together when the · local sponsoring organi
zations so desire. 

"'Local organization.'-any State, political. 
subdivision thereof, soil or water conserva
tion district, fiood prevention or control dis
trict, or combinations thereof, or any other 
agency having authority under State law to 
carry out, maintain and operate the works of 
improvement. 

· "SEc. 3. In order to assist local organiza
tions in preparing and carrying out plans for 
works of improvement, the Secretary is au
thorized, upon application of local organiza
tions if such application has been submitted 
to, and not disapproved within 45 days by, 
the State agency having supervisory respon
sibility over programs provided for in this 
Act, or by the Governor if there -is no State 
agency having such responsibility-

"(!) to conduct such investigations and 
surveys as may be necessary to prepare plans 
for works of improvement; 

" ( 2) to make such studies as may be neces
sary for determining the physical and eco
nomic soundness of plans for works of im
provement, including a determination as to 
whether benefits exceed costs; 

"(3) to cooperate and enter into agree
ments with and to furnish financial and 
other assistance to local organizations: Pro- · 
vided, That, for the land-treatment measures, 
the Federal assistance shall not exceed the 
rate of assistance for similar practices under 
existing national programs; 

"(4) to obtain the cooperation and assist
ance of other Federal agencies in carrying 
out the purposes of this section. 

"SEc. 4. The Secretary shall require as a 
condition to providing Federal assistance for 
the installation of works of improvement 
that local organizations shall-

"(1) acquire with<mt cost to the Federal 
Government such land, easements, or rights
of-way as will be needed in connection with 
works of improvement -installed with Federal · 
assistance; 

"(2) assume such proportionate share of 
the cost of installing any works of improve
ment involving Federal assistance as may 
be determined by the Secretary to be equita- · 
ble in consideration of anticipated benefits 
from such imp~:ovements: Provided, That no 
part of the construction cost for providing 
any capacity in structures for purposes other 
than fiood prevention and features related 
thereto shall be borne by the Federal Gov
ernment under the provisions of this Act; 

"(3) make arrangemen~s satisfactory to 
the Secretary for defraying costs of operat
ing and maintaining such works of improve
ment, in accordance with regulations pre
sented by the Secretary of Agriculture; 

"(4) acquire, or provide assurance that 
landowners h ave acquired, such water rights, 
pursuant to State law, as may be needed in 
the installation and operation of the work 
of improvement; and 

"(5) obtain agreements to carry out rec
ommended soil conservation measures and 
proper farm plans from owners of not less 
than 50 per centum of the lands situated 
in the drainage area above each retention 
reservoir to be installed with Federal assist
ance. 

"SEC. 5. At such time as the Secretary 
and the interested local organization have 
agl'eed on a plan for works of improvement, 
and the Secretary has determined that the 
benefits exceed the costs, and the local organ
ization has met the requirements for par
ticipation in carrying out the works of im
provement as set fort h in section 4, the 
Secretary is authorized to assist such local 
organizations in developing specifications, in 
preparing contracts for construction, and to 
participate in the installation of such works 
of improvement in accordance with the plan: 
ProVided, That, except as to the installation 
of works of improvement on Federal lands; · 
the Secretary shall not construct or enter 
into any contra,ct for the construction of 

any structure unless there is no local organ
ization authorized by State law to under
take such construction or to enter into such 
contract, and in no event after July 1, 1956: 
Provided further, That in participating in the 
installation of such works of improvement 
the Secretary, as far as practicable and con
sistent with his responsibilities for adminis
tering the overall national agricultural pro
gram, shall utilize the authority conferred 
upon him by the provisions of this Act: 
Provided further, That, at least forty-five 
days (counting only days occurring during 
any regular or special sessions of the Con
gress) before such installation involving 
Federal assistance is commenced, the Sec
retary shall transmit a copy of the plan and 
the justification therefor to the Congress 
through the President: Provided further, 
That any such plan (a) which includes 
reclamation or irrigation works or which af
fects public or other lands under the juris
diction of the Secretary of the Interior, or 
(b) which includes Federal assistance · for 
fioodwater detention structures, shall be 
submitted to the Secretary of the Interior 
or the Secretary of the Army, respectively, 
for his views and recommendations at least 
sixty days prior to transmission of the plan 
to the Congress through the President. The 
views and recommendations of the Secretary 
of the Interior, and the Secretary of the 
Army, if received by the Secretary of Agri
culture prior to the expiration of the above 
sixty-day period, shall accompany the plan 
transmitted by the Secretary of Agriculture 
to the Congress through the President: Pro
vided further, That, prior to any Federal 
participation in the works of improvement · 
under this Act, the President shall issue such 
rules and regulations as he deems neces- · 
sary or desirable to carry out the purposes 
of this Act, and to assure the coordination · 
of the work authorized under this Act and 
related work of other agencies, including the 
Department of the Interior and the Depart
ment of the Army. 

"SEc. 6. The Secretary is authorized in co- · 
operat~on with other Federal and with States 
and local agencies to make investigations 
and surveys of the watersheds of rivers and 
other waterways as a basis for the develop
ment of coordinated programs. In areas 
where the programs 'Of the Secretary of Agri
culture may affect public or other lands un
der the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the 
Interior, the Secretary of the Interior is au
thorized to cooperate with the Secretary of 
Agriculture in the planning and development 
of works or programs for such lands. 

"SEc. 7. The provisions of the Act of June 
22, 1936 (49 Stat. 1570), as amended and sup
plemented, conferring authority 'llPOn the 
Department of_ Agriculture under the direc
tion of the Secretary of Agriculture to make 
preliminary examinations and surveys and 
to prosecute works of improvement for run
off and waterfiow retardation and soil erosion 
prevention on the watersheds of rivers and 
other waterways are hereby repealed: Pro
vided, That (a) the authority of the De
partment of Agriculture, under the direction 
of the Secretary, to prosecute the works of 
improvement for runoff and waterfiow re
tardation and soil erosion prevention author
ized to be carried out by that Department by 
the Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887), 
~s amended, and (b) the authority of the 
Secretary of Agriculture to undertake emer
gency measures for runoff retardation and 
soil erosion prevention authorized to be 
carried out by section 7 of the Act of June 
28, 1938 (52 Stat. 1215), as amended by sec
tion 216 of the Act of May 17, 1950 (64 Stat. 
163), shall not be affected by the provisions 
o: this section. 

"SEc. 8. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the purposes of this Act, such 
sums to remain available until expe~ded. 
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••sEC. 9. This Act may be cited as· the 

'Watershed Protection and Flood Preven
tion Act'.'' 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
CLIFFORD R. HoPE, 
AUG. H. ANDRESEN, 
WM. S. HILL, 
HAROLD D. COOLEY, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
GEORGE D. AIKEN, 
MILTON R. YOUNG, 
EDWARD J. 'I'HYE, 
B. B. HICKENLOOPER, 
ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
OLIN D. JOHNSTON, 
SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 6788) to authorize 
the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate 
with States and local agencies in the plan
ning and carrying out of works of improve
ment for soil conservation, and for other 
purposes, submit the following statement in 
explanation of the effect of the action agr~d 
upon and recommended in the accompanying 
conference report as to the amendment: 

The Senate struck out all of the House 
language and the conference has agreed to 
the substitute for the Senate amendment. 
Following are the substantive changes: 

Section 2: The conference agreed to the 
change made by the Senate in the form and 
punctuation of the definition of "works of 
improvement" to make it clear that the defi
nition includes drainage projects and that 
it may be an undertaking either for fiood 
prevention or the agricultural phases of the 
conservation, development, utilization, and 
disposal of water. 

The House bill provided that the Secretary 
of Agriculture must come into agreement 
with the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry of the Senate and the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representa
tives on all watershed projects. The Senate 
amendment struck out this provision and 
provided that any dam providing a capacity 
of from 2,000 to 5,000 acre-feet must be ap
proved by the Congress. The conference 
agreement substitutes for these provisions a 
requirement that before appropriations can 
be made for any project containing any 
structure providing a capacity of from 2,500 
to 5,000 acre-feet the plan must be approved 
by resolutions adopted by the Senate and 
House Agriculture Committees. 

Under the new conference language, com
mittee approval must be obtained before the 
necessary funds can be appropriated for a 
plan for works of improvement including a 
structure providing more than 2,500 acre-feet 
of total capacity. If an appropriation should 
be proposed without such committee appro
val such appropriation would be subject to 
a point of order. Although the conferees 
feel that such a proposal would not be made, 
it is their intent and understanding that a 
point of order can be made and sustained 
against appropriations for plans lacking 
committee approval. 

The House defined "local organization" as 
Including any agency having authority under 
State law to "carry out fiood prevention and 
related activities." The Senate approved a 
definition, which was agreed upon by the 
conference, changing the quoted phrase to 
"carry out, maintain and operate the works 
of improvement.'' 

Section 3: The Senate amendment added 
a provision to the House bill requiring ap
proval of the application of the local organ
ization by the appropriate State agency, or if 
there were no such State agency, by the 
Governor. The conference agreed to a sub
stitute provision requiring appllcations to be 
submitted to the State authority but au-

thorizing the Secretary of Agriculture to pro
ceed on such application unless it had been 
disapproved by the State agency, or the Gov
ernor in the absence of any authorized 
agency, within 45 days after submission of 
the application. 

Section 4: Two technical amendments of 
the Senate were adopted making it clear that 
local organizations ( 1) would not be required 
to meet all of the requirements of section 4 
before assistance in planning could be given, 
and (2) would not necessarily be required to 
defray "all" operating and maintenance costs. 

The House provided that, among other con
ditions, local organizations would have to 
"furnish" without cost to the Federal Gov
ernment such land, easements, or rights-of
way as would be needed in connection with 
installation of works of improvement before 
the Secretary could assist with such works 
of improvement. The Senate amended this 
provision by changing "furnish" to "ac
quire", and the conference agreed to the 
Senate amendment. 

Section 5: The conference struck out lan
guage which had been added by the Senate 
to require that plans for works of improve
ment must be referred again to "the appro
priate State agency" after their approval by 
the local organization and the Secretary. 

The conference agreed to a Senate amend
ment broadening the basis for computing 
benefits in the determination that benefits 
exceed the cost of the proposed improve
ments. 

The House bill authorized the Secretary 
to construct or to contract for the construc
tion of structures installed in connection 
with works of improvement and the Senate 
deleted this authority. The conference 
agreed to permit the Secretary to undertake 
or contract for construction of structures 
only where no local organization is author
ized by State law to contract for such in
stallations, and then only until July 1, 1956. 
Conference language makes it clear, however, 
that the Secretary has and will continue to 
have authority to construct or contract for 
the installation of such structures in con
nection with such works of improvement as 
may be necessary on Federal lands. 

The conference adopted a Senate proVision 
requiring the submission of the plan to Con
gress to be made at least 45 session days 
before installation is commenced. 

The Senate provision that the President 
shall issue regulations to assure coordina
tion of the work authorized by the act with 
the related work of other agencies was 
adopted. -

The conference agreed to the 60-day pe
riod provided by the House bill (rather than 
the 90-day period provided by the Senate 
amendment) for submission of views of the 
Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of 
the Army. -

Section 6: The Senate provision authoriz
Ing cooperation by the Secretary of the In
terior in the development of works on lands 
under his jurisdiction was adopted. 

Section 7: The Senate provision preserv
ing the authority of the Secretary of Agri
culture to undertake emergency measures 
for runoff retardation and soil erosion pre
vention under the Flood Control Act of 1938 
was retained. 

The conference changed the short title 
added by the Senate amendment to "Water
shed Protection and Flood Prevention Act". 

CLIFFORD R. HOPE, 
AUG. H. ANDRESEN, 
WM. s. HILL, 
HAROLD D. COOLEY, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the conference re

-port. 
The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the conference report. The conference 

report was agreed to, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, the adop

tion of this conference report marks the 
end of several years' activity on the part 
of the House Committee on Agriculture 
in an effort to obtain an effective and 
workable law to deal with small water
sheds. In the course of that time the 
committee has held numerous hearings 
both in the field and in Washington as 
well as many conferences with omcials 
of the Department of Agriculture, the 
Bureau of the Budget, representatives of 
conservation organizations, and others 
interested in a national program of soil 
and water conservation. Members of 
the committee have also discussed the 
legislation with the President and mem
bers of his staff at the White House. 

Several Members of the Congress have 
introduced bills on this subject in both 
the present and previous Congresses. A 
subcommittee of the Committee on Agri
culture, headed by the able gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. POAGE], Whose long and 
constructive interest in watershed mat
ters is known to everyone, worked out 
many problems which had to be resolved 
before this type of legislation was gotten 
into acceptable form. 

On July 31, 1953, President Eisen
hower sent to the Congress a message 
urging the enactment of this legislation 
and submitting a revised form of a bill 
as a substitute for bills previously in
troduced by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. POAGE], myself, and a number of 
other Members of the House of Repre
sentatives and the Senate. This new bill 
<H. R. 6788) was introduced in the Sen
ate by Senator AIKEN, joined by several 
other Members of that body, and in 
the House by myself. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. POAGE] introduced a 
bill with some slight changes from the 
form in which it was submitted by the 
President. 

On February 2, 1954, the House Com
mittee on Agriculture reported the bill 
H. R. 6788 and on March 11, 1954, the 
House of Representatives passed it by a 
unanimous vote in substantially the 
same form as it was introduced and 
reported by the committee. The bill 
passed the Senate on June 22 with a 
considerable number of amendments. 

The conference report, which is pre
sented herewith, represents a reconcilia
tion of the di1Ierences between the House 
and the Senate bill. While I would have 
personally preferred the provisions of 
the House bill, I feel that the bill agreed 
upon in conference is an excellent meas
ure and one which will function effec
tively in making possible a cooperative 
program between local agencies and the 
Federal Government in ·meeting the 
great problems of soil and water con
servation and flood prevention which 
confront our country today. 

Several of the amendments adopted 
by the Senate had the effect of slowing 
down the etfective operation of the act. 
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The agreement reached in conference -in 
practically every instance sets up a pro
cedure to expedite consideration and ap
proval of projects from the local level on 
up to the Department of Agriculture. It 
is my belief that this measure constit~tes 
a landmark in our progress toward a 
better development and use of the great 
soil and water resources which are pos
sessed by this country. 

Taking into consideration the pilot 
plant projects contained in the Depart
ment of Agriculture appropriation bill 
for the fiscal year 1954, under the leader
ship of the distinguished gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. H. CARL ANDER
SEN], and with the billS. 3137 as amend
ed in the House by the Lovre amend
ment, this Congress can truly be said 
to have enacted more legislation with 
reference to a more constructive use o~ 
our soil and water resources than any 
other Congress in history. 

I desire at this time to thank all of 
the members of the committee on Agri
culture for their contribution to this 
legislation because it is truly a commit
tee bill. I also want to express my ap
preciation to the many Members of the 
House, who have contributed greatly ~o 
.the progress and final enactment of this 
legislation. · 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN] may 
extend his remarks at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there ·objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 

_Speaker, just_ a year ago tomorrow the 
House agreed to the conference report 
'On the appropriation bill for agriculture 
for fiscal year 1954.. That action marked 
the omcial beginning of the Hope-Ander
:;en watershed protection program. To
day, a year l&ter, we are finishing action 
legislatively on this same program, plac
ing the seal of approval by the Congress 
on this great conservation measure. 

Little did I think more than a year 
ago that the Andersen-Hope watershed 
protection program would be received 
throughout the Nation as one of the 
.greatest conservation programs ever en
acted by the Congress. My subcommit
tee last year, through the urging of the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HoPE] and 
myself, appropriated $5 million as the 
first increment of a $29 million program, 
under which 60 small pilot plant water
shed programs are already in process of 
construction. 

Mr. Speaker, I quote here in part from 
my speech on the House fioor on July 23, 
1953, page 9836 of the RECORD: 

ANDERSEN-HOPE WATERSHED PROTECTION 
PROGRAM 

This item would provide funds for a pro
gram of cooperation with local organizations 
on some 50 small watersheds in 27 States 
for the purpose of demonstrating the prac
ticability o! complete watershed protection 
as a means of conserving soil and water 
resources and alleviating damages from 
:floods, siltation of reservoirs, impairment o! 
stream channels, and related problems. 
These would be pilot plant watershed proj
ects which could be completed in an average 
period of 5 years, at a total cost of about 
f29 million to the Federal Government and 

..approximately an --equal cost- to the land
owners, local organizations, and States. 

. This would be a type of cost-sharing ven
ture--a local-State-Federal partnership in 
the protection and impr9vement of our vital 
natural resources of soil and water. 

SIZE OF WATERSHED 

These demonstration watersheds range in 
size from as little as 12 square miles to as 
many as several hundred square miles. They 
are areas in which it is believed that local 
people and their local organizations, such as 
soil conservation districts, watershed dis
tricts, :flood-control districts, etc., with ap
propriate help from State and Federal agen
cies, can complete the watershed treatment 
work needed in a relatively short period. 

MEASURES TO BE INSTALLED 

The watershed protection work would con
sist of application of soil and water conser
vation practices needed on the farm and 
ranch lands of the area, adequate protection 
and management of the woodland, and the 
installation of. such measures as are needed 
and practicable for reduction of :flood and 
sediment damages, such as small water:tlow
retarding dams, channel improvements, 
stream bank stabilization, major gully con
trol, and related measures. 

The small watersheds were selected be
cause they are areas in which the Soil Con
servation Service and other agencies of the 
Department of Agriculture have made pre
liminary surveys mainly Ul)der the authority 
·of the fiood control acts which show the 
need and practicability of such watershed 
-protection measures. It has been deter
mined that in each of these watersheds the 
benefits of the program will exceed its costs. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR PROGRAM 

This type of work proposed is authorized 
by the Soil Conservation Act of 1935 which 
was passed in the 74th Congress without a 
dissenting vote in either House. This act 
is the basic legislation which established the 
·Soil Conservation Service, an agency that 
now provides technical assistance to more 
than 2,500 local soil-conservation districts 
that are organized under State laws and now 
cover more than 80 percent of the agricul
-tural lands of the Nation. The committee 
.has been assured- by· both the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Solicitor of the Department 
of Agriculture that the authority of this act 
is fully adequate to cover all of the types 
of improvements planned to be installed in 
these watersheds. As a matter of fact, it 
might be pointed out that the . work carried 
out under this basic legislation for the :first 
few years after its enactment was in the 
nature of demonstration projects directed 
toward the application oi soil and water con
servation practices on individual farms. For 
the past 10 years the Federal Government, 
through the Soil Conservation Service, has 
provided assistance to soil-conservation dis
tricts only to aid farmers and ranchers in 
planning and applying soil and water con
servation practices on their own farms and 
ranches. 

WORK ON BOTH PRIVATE AND PUBLIC LAND 

Although the larger part of the work 
contemplated to be done under this esti
mate would be applied on agricultural lands 
in the small watersheds with assistance from 
the Soil Conservation Service, it is planned 
tO tristan work also on headwater areas which 
fall within national forests or in non-Fed
eral forest lands. The Forest Service will 
be allocated funds for this part of the work. 

As a part o! the program proposed under 
this appropriation, measurements will be 
made of the effectiveness of the improve
ments in reducing runoff and sedimentation 

· ·and of the increased soil productivity result
ing from the improvements. Also, these · 
small watersheds -will provide a means of 
working out practicable working relation
ships and procedures by which organized 

local groups, in cooperation with state and 
Federal agencies, can carry out their planned 
programs of improvements within limited 
periods .of time. 

CHOICE OF WATERSHEDS 

Although the available information indi
cates that the small watersheds included in 
the list that has been proposed are of high 
priority and constitute the best recommen
dation that could be made at the time, it 
was obviously not possible to foresee whether 
the local people in each of these watersheds 
would be in a position to carry through the 
program at the desired rate of progress. 
Local interests would be expected to provide 
all easements and rights-of-way for struc
tural improvement, to carry out all of the 
land-treatment practices, and to meet cer
tain other requirements adding up to about 
50 percent of the total cost. If it is appar
ent that local interests in any of these areas 
are unable to go this far at this time, alter
nate watersheds will _ be selected with the 
approval of the committees of the Congress. 

Let me make this plain: We are not trying 
to take away any authority whatsoever re
garding :flood control from the Public Works 
Committee. So we state in our report: 

Before embarking on a comprehensive 
large-scale program of this nature, the con
ferees are of the opinion that the appropri
ate legislative committees of the Congress 
shGUld give attention to legislation in this 
field which will provide a measure of local 
cooperation on future projects, and fix proper 
standards for cooperation with the Soil Con
servation Serv1ce by local participation and 
beneficiaries of the program. 

Experience in dealing with conservation 
projects authorized in flood-prevention and 
flood-control laws demonstrates that these 
laws are too cumbersome to apply to smaller 
watershed areas. 

Mr. Speaker, may I express my appre
ciation to the Committee on Agriculture, 
to Mr. HOPE, to Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, 
to Mr. CooLEY, and the others for their 
splendid work in making permanent the 
Andersen-Hope watershed protection 
program. Soil Conservation Service can 
now do a complete job of keeping good, 
black topsoil from going down into rivers 
below. Floods start at the hilltop. This 
great program, nationwide in scope, will 
result in splendid returns. 

These returns--

As the ·st_. Paul Farmer says on July 
.17-
will be represented by water for irrigation, 
soil that stays in place, higher crop yields 
and fewer machinery breakdowns. Down 
stream, farmers and city dwellers will get 
more :flood protection, less silting of rivers 
and waterways, and better improvements. 
Rain w:m remain where it falls on the hilltop. 

REPORT ON H. R. 9909 

Mr. CRETELLA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 

. on the Post omce and Civil Service have 
until midnight tomorrow to file a report 
on the bill H. R. 9909. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Con
necticut? 

There was no objection. 

REPORT ON S. 2665 
Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on the Post Office and Civil Ser-
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vice have until midnight tonight to file 
a report on the bill S. 2665. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Kan
sas? 

There was no objection. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 
Mr. MACHROWICZ asked and was 

given permission. to address the House 
-for 10 minutes tomorrow, following the 
·legislative program of the day and the 
conclusion of special orders heretofore 
granted. 

AMENDING ATOMIC ENERGY ACT 
OF 1946, AS AMENDED 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules I 
call up House Resolution 630 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

ResolVed, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it · shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
9757) to amend the Atomic Energy Act of 
1946, as amended, and for other purposes. 
After general debate, which shall be confined 
to the bill, and shall continue not to exceed 
4 hours, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Joint Committee on Atomic En
ergy, the bill shall be read for amendment 
under the 5-minute rule. At the conclusion 
of the consideration of the bill for amend
ment, the Committee shall rise and report 
the -bUl to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted, and the previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the blll and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. ~ICHOLSONl is recog
nized for 1 hour. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may use and 
yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. COLMER]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts is recognized. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to urge the adoption of House Resolution 
630, which will make in order the con
sideration of the bill H. R. 9757, to amend 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as 
amended, and for other purposes. 
. House Resolution 630 provides for an 
open rule with 4 hours of general debate 
on the bill itself. 

H. R. 9757 seeks to bring up to date the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946 in order that 
the act may keep step with atomic 
progress itself. It is hoped that by this 
legislation the necessary legislative con
trols over atomic energy will bear a. 
reasonable but safe relationship to the 
realities of the scientific, technical, eco
nomic, and political changes that have 
evolved during the last few years. 

Mr. Speaker, the report on this bill 
brought out the fact that when the 
original Atomic Energy Act was written 
in the 79th Congress, the United States 
possessed a monopoly in the field of 
atomic weapons. This situation no 
longer exists. In addition to this change 

in the atomic energy situation during 
these past years, there exists the fact 
that useful peacetime development and 
use of atomic power is now at hand. 
This situation was not anticipated a few 
years ago for it was thought at that time 
that it would be many years before 
atomic energy could be turned to com
mercial use. 

H. R. 9757, Mr. Speaker, would author
ize the negotiation of bilateral agree
ments for cooperation with foreign na
tions in the area of peacetime uses of 
atomic energy under carefully stipulated 
safeguards. 

The Atomic Energy Commission would 
be empowered to transfer and exchange 
restricted data dealing with industrial, 
nonmilitary use of atomic energy. In 
addition to this if the proper precau
tionary measures are taken, the Com
mission may transfer to another nation 
atomic materials needed for the develop
ment or utilization of atomic energy for 
nonmilitary and research purposes. 

On the military side, the legislation 
would permit the Department of Defense, 
under full security safeguards to trans
fer to another nation, or to a regional 
defense organization of which we are a 
member, restricted data concerning the 
tactical employment of atomic weapons. 
The type of information that could be 
given to friendly nations would include 
data necessary to the development of 
defense plans, the training of personnel 
in the employment of and defense 
against atomic weapons, and the evalu
ation of the capabilities of potential 
enemies in the employment of atomic 
weapons. The information could not 
·include any data which would reveal 
important information on the design or 
fabrication of the nuclear portions of 
atomic weapons. 

Mr. Speaker, H. R. 9757 would amend 
the Atomic Energy Act so that it would 
permit the Atomic Energy Commission, 
on the basis of established criteria, to 
relate the scope of background investi
gation required to the extent and sensi
tivity of the classified information to 
which an employee would have access 
while on the project. This bill would 
also give the Department of Defense a 
voice with the Atomic Energy Commis
sion in the declassification proceedings 
involving restricted data, which relates 
primarily to military utilization of 
atomic weapons. 

The third big change in the new bill 
involves the proposed permitting of the 
Atomic Energy Commission to license 
private industry, to possess and use spe
cial nuclear materials. The United 
States Government, however, would re
tain title to such materials. The report 
on this bill, Mr. Speaker, stressed the 
belief of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy that increased private partic
ipation in atomic power development, if 
properly controlled and handled, will 
accelerate the progress toward the day 
when widespread use of atomic power for 
economic uses will become a reality. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a highly tech
nical one and I have very briefly outlined 
some of the more important provisions 
that are in it. However, I think that 
there is no need to impress upon the 
Members of the House the necessity !or 

achieving a nice balance between pro
tecting the security of our country 
through husbanding our knowledge of 
atomic matters, and helping our allies 
to be prepared and informed on the 
subject if an emergency ever should arise. 
This bill also considers the very real pos
sibility of using atomic power for the 
betterment of mankind in various peace
time projects and makes it possible for 
our country to start out on the avenue of 
developing this tremendous power for 
constructive and worthwhile purposes. 
I hope that the House will adopt the rule 
on this extremely important bill and that 
the bill itself will merit the favorable 
action of the House. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. HOLIFIELD]. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I do 
not rise at this time to oppose the rule 
on this bill. I am in favor of the rule. 
It is an open one and, of course, that is 
the type of a rule under which a prob
lem of this great significance should be 
considered by the House. 

It is frequently said by sponsors of 
other bills that are before the House 
that this is an important bill. I say 
with as much objectivity as I can, being 
a member of this committee and having 
served on it since its inception, that this 
is probably the most important bill that 
we will consider during this session of 
the Congress. 
- Why do I say that? Because we are 
approaching a new era, the atomic era 
for peacetime use, and this bill seeks to 
make possible the application of the 
peacetime benefits of the atom to the 
people of America and, of course, to the 
people of the world. In moving from 
a total, or almost a total military use to 
a peacetime use, we have tremendous 
problems because every reactor that is 
built to produce the substance which 
makes the atomic bomb and triggers the 
hydrogen bomb is the same substance 
that will be used in the reactors that will 
produce the kilowatts for peacetime use. 

It has been estimated by the scientists 
who know a great deal about this mat
ter, and by the technicians, that within 
15 to 20 years' time 30 to 35 percent of 
the total electricity used in the United 
States will come from atomic fission re
actors. If this be true, then we can see 
what a tremendous subject we are deal
ing with in this bill, because if we bring 
this new potential source to the people
that is, the third source, and I speak 
of the first source as being the fossil 
fuel, the coal, oil, and gas source, the 
second source the hydroelectric produc
tion of electricity, and the third source 
the fission of the atom-so that the peo
ple may have the benefit of this source, 
so that it will not be restricted by exclu
sive patent rights, so that restrictive 
licensing procedures, so that all of the 
other administrative obstructions and 
destructive possibilities can be guarded 
against, then, indeed, the people will 
have the right to use this source. 

Now, this third great source must be 
brought to the people and brought to 
them in such a way that they have access 
to it, unrestrained access to it, and these 
are some of the subjects that are con
tained in this bill. 
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I will say at this time that the public 
.power versus private power fight that 
has been brought about by sections of 
this bill rests in no part upon the gen
tleman from California, who is now ad
dressing the House. I tried to keep these 
sections out of the bill. I tried to keep 
the Atomic Energy Commission dedi
cated to the job which we gave the 
Atomic Energy Commission to do, and 
that was to make fissionable substances 
to defend America and the free world. 
The injection of this subject into the bill 
came from other persons and it came 
after I warned them that if they did put 
this subject into the bill, they would 
stir up a hornet's nest, because it would 
bring in all the age:-old controversy 
which is inherent in the subject of pub
lic versus private power. 

Now, this is not a matter of controversy 
in my district. In my district we have 
the power from the great Hoover Dam. 
We have had it for some 20 years, and it 
is used both by municipalities and by 
private power companies. Part of my 
district is served by the great Los Ange
les Light & Power system and part of it 
is served by the private utility companies, 
and there is no controversy there. So, it 
is nothing of immediate personal impor
tance to me, I want to say, but never
theless it has been put into the bill, and 
once having been put into the bill then 
it has to be considered. 

The Dixon-Yates controversy is some
thing apart from the great importance 
of this bill, but it is something that is in 
the bill and it has to be, of course, dis
cussed. There are other things in the 
bill that are a great deal more impor
tant. 

Mr. COLE of_New York. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. COLE of New York. I am very 
curious and very anxious to have the 
gentleman indicate to me what part of 
the bill the gentleman has in mind when 
he says the Commission is put into the 
power business. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The Commission is 
put into the power business by the li
censing provisions in the bill, provisions 
182 to 186, where the Commission is given 
the power to license private utilities and 
others to go into the power business. 
Then there is other language in the bill 
which in effect .restricts the Atomic En
ergy Commission from doing those 
things which it is empowered to license 
others to do, and that is where I say that 
the power question is put into the bill. 

There are other sections in the bill 
which are equally important and more 
important, possibly, than that. Cer
tainly the subject of the international 
arrangement, international agreements, 
treaties, and cooperation is at this time 
one of the most important things with 
which we have to deal when the peace 
of the world is at stake and when atomic 
fission or hydrogen fusion can destroy 
cities the size of New York, and when we 
are dealing with that kind of power, cer
tainly the international sections are 
equally important. 

I do not have time at this time, but 
I will dis'cuss later the international sec
tions of this bill, which, in my humble 

opinion, are not designed to assist the 
President of the United States to make 
international arrangements and interna
tional agreements with other nations of 
the world. It is not designed to bring 
about the fruition of the international 
atomic pool which the President spoke to 
the General Assembly about with such 
great eloquence back in December. But, 
the language that is contained in these 
sections rather than untying the Presi
dent's hands and freeing him to do these 
things, ties the President's hands behind 
his back and impresses these negotiations 
with foreign nations into a rigid mold, 
a mold in which, by peculiar coincidence, 
even the Atomic Energy Commission has 
the right to veto the President in one 
instance. The Department of Defense, 
of course, is also asked to give their ap
proval, but the Department of Defense 
can be ordered by the President to give 
their approval, and if the Atomic Energy 
Commission is an independent agency
and I confidently believe that it is-it 
cannot be ordered by the President to 
approve an international arrangement 
which the Presiden'; might make. Yet, 
there is a section in the bill which calls 
upon the Atomic Energy Commission to 
approve the President's international 
agreement for cooperation. 

Then there is the subject of patents 
in the bill. The President in his message 
to the Congress on February 17 said in 
effect that there should be a period of 
time intervene between the licensing of 
_private individuals to participate in this 
industry and the time when patent rights 
could obtain. He said that he thought 
for a long time, and he hoped that that 
time would not be over 5 years, that com
pulsory licensing of patents should 
obtain. There was no such section in 
the Cole-Hickenlooper bill as it was 
first introduced. · But in the committee 
a section on compulsory licensing was 
put into the bill. It is a matter of great 
concern to some of us that this language 
does not carry out as strongly as it should 
the President's admonition for everyone 
to have access to the patents that are 
developed during the next 5 years; be
cause he realized that certain great 
corporations have had an advantage in 
participating in this program. He knew 
they had an advantage in know-how, in 
the techniques, in the processes, in the 
formulas, in the matter of mechanical 
devices. He knew that if those limited 
corporations that had participated in 
the development of the atomic energy 
program were allowed the privilege, the 
advantage, of filing on patents, that 
they could file on patents which would 
give them the right to exclude all of 
American industry unless they paid 
through the nose in the form of royalties. 
That would not spread throughout in
dustry the right of participation but it 
would limit to a great degree the right 
of participation. That is why the Presi
dent said that we should have a com
pulsory licensing section. That section 
has been put in the bill. I intend at 
the proper time to offer amendments 
which will strengthen the patenting 
provision so that no corporation which 
has participated in this industry under 
Government contract, paid for by Gov-

ernment funds, shall have the right to 
obtain advantageous patent rights over 
areas of equity and participation in this 
project; so that for the next 5 years these 
patents shall be open to all. 

I have no objection to those who get 
these patents obtaining reasonable com
pensation, but I do object to their having 
the right to exclude others from partici
pation in this great new art, this great 
new technique upon which the world is 
looking, not only for preserving the 
peace of the world but for bringing un
told peacetime blessings of atomic 
energy to all the peoples of the world. 

There are other sections here which 
need comment. I know our time is 
limited. But as the debate goes on, 
some of these points will be explained to 
the Members of th~ House. I hope that 
the amendments which will be offered 
by other Members and by myself to at
tain these ends will be given fair con
sideration. I know they will by this 
House; and, of course, like all other 
Members of the House, I am willing to 
abide by the results. 

We know that tbis subject has been 
debated in the Senate for 7 days now. 
The Senate sat all night; they debated 
all of last night on this subject. This is 
an indication of what the Senate of the 
United States thinks of the importance 
of this bill. 

We are being called upon to debate 
the bill for 4 hours and discharge our 
responsibilities. l~nd I say that it is a 
great responsibility that each and every 
-ene of us has under this bill and that 
the time is far, far too short really to 
explain the bill. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. COLE of New York. I wanted to 

make sure that the gentleman did not 
leave an impression which I feel he did 
not intend to leave when he indicated 
that the other body had devoted so 
much time to this subject and then al
luded to the fact that the House was 
allowed only 4 hours for discussion. I 
am sure the gentleman did not intend 
to be critical of the provision made by 
the Committee on Rules, or of the rule 
for the discussion of this subject. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I will answer my 
chairman in this way. If I have any 
time left and I hope the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. CoLMER]' will be leni
ent with me-l want to say that I am 
not criticizing the chairman of our com
mittee nor am I criticizing the Commit
tee on Rules. I just mentioned the fact 
about debate being limited to 4 hours. 

Mr. COLE of New York. I want to 
make certain if it is not true that the 
gentleman from California collaborated 
with me and the gentleman from North 
Carolina with respect to the request to 
the Rules Committee for 4 hours for con
sideration of this subject. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I did, and I want 
the House to know that I agreed on 4 
hours. I think it is a short time for 
this important bill but I am not being 
critical of it. I realize we are in the 
last days of the session and that we must 
save our time. So it was not with an 
attitude of criticism that I made that 
comment. 
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Mr. COLE of New York. I was-sure 

that was the case, but I was afraid it 
left a false impression. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. May I say that I 
have never worked on a committee with 
a chairman who was fairer than the 
chairman of this committee, the gentle
man from New York [Mr. COLE]. He 
has been more than fair during the hear
ings and during all the committee con
siderations. I want to compliment him 
on the long and arduous work he did 
with other members of the committee to 
bring this bill to the floor. Nothing that 
I say is critical of the gentleman from 
New York. 

I also want to compliment the mem
bers of the staff. We have had a mar
velous staff. They have worked into the 
wee, small hours of the night, they have 
worked without any reservation as to 
time and with complete loyalty. They 
have shown no partisanship in the con
sideration of this measure and in help
ing both sides of the committee. I want 
to pay my tribute to them in closing my 
remarks. We are fortunate in having 
an excellent staff, many of whom are 
specialists in the various fields of physics, 
law, source materials, military weapons, 
reactor techniques, and other important 
fields of interest and jurisdiction of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. All 
of them have contributed greatly to the 
production of this legislation. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mon
tana [Mr. METCALF]. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, in re
sponse to the inquiry from the gentleman 
from New York, the gentleman from 
California outlined some of the things 
in this bill that related to power, but 
more far-reaching are the things that 
are not in this bill that relate to power 
and relate to the future of power devel
opment, the development of electric 
energy in the United States. · 

We are standing here at the threshold 
of the development of atomic power, the 
creation of electric energy by means of 
a new process. As was suggested by the 
gentleman from California, we have 
heretofore had two major means of de
veloping electric energy-coal, gas, and 
the other natural fuels, and hydroelec
tric power. Today with respect to the 
development of atomic energy we stand 
just where we stood 50 years ago when 
we started to develop electric energy by 
means of falling waters. 

We must take advantage of the experi
ence and the background the Federal 
Power Commission has gained in those 
50 years. In 50 years we have learned 
that in order to protect the public inter
est in this great natural resource of 
hydroelectric energy we have to have 
certain basic protections. The Federal 
Power Act and other acts such as the 
Rivers and Harbors Act, the Reclama
tion Act, acts relating to projects out in 
my country, the Bonneville Power Au
thority and the Fort Peck Dam, all pro_
vided for those protections for the public 
interest. They all provided a prefer
ence clause for the distribution of power 
generated by hydroelectric dams. They 
provided a Federal power yardstick, so 
that we had a means of determining fair 

rates for supplying power by private util
ities to the consumers. 

Out in· the Pacific Northwest, we have 
learned to get along with the private 
utilities. We have the Bonneville Power 
Authority, which markets power for the 
Federal Government, and we have the 
Washington Water Power Co., the Idaho 
Power Co., the Washington Power & 
Light Co., and the Montana Power Co., 
and others, all private utilities who con
tribute to that Northwest power pool 
and are able to market their own power. 
We have benefited in the Northwest by 
having private power companies and the 
Federal power authority develop in par
allel fashion. We have found it is neces
sary in order to protect the cheap power 
we have out there in the Northwest, to 
have a yardstick by means of which we 
can ascertain and determine what a fair 
and equitable rate for the payment to 
private utilities is going to be. We have 
determined that the Federal Govern
ment has a responsibility-a responsi
bility to the cooperatives, to the munici
palities and to the public utility districts 
who want to transmit or distribute their 
own power as a nonprofit cooperative en
terprise. Many of those municipalities 
and many of those public agencies are 
not large enough to be able to generate 
their own power economically so they 
have to turn to the Federal Government 
in order to find a central power station. 
This Federal central power station will 
supply power for them at a fair rate. 
For that reason, since 1908 we have put 
in various public acts a preference clause 
saying that these people who have the 
right to choose and who have the right 
to determine that they will distribute 
their own power will have a place to go to 
purchase power. We have found in va
rious acts I have mentioned such as the 
rivers and harbors and reclamation acts 
and such acts as the Boulder Dam Act 
that is necessary in order to protect those 
people that we have a preference clause 
which declares that public agencies, 
municipalities, and REA co-ops will have 
a prior right to purchase power that is 
generated by the Federal Government. 
Now we are embarking upon a new pro
gram of the generation of power. We 
are confronted with atomic reactors 
which may, as has been predicted here, 
develop in a few years 25 to 30 percent 
of the power of this country. The :Ired
era! Government in order to carry out 
its responsibility to the public must, just 
as in the case of hydroelectric develop
ment, protect these consumers. There
fore the present customers who enjoy a 
prior right to purchase federally hydro
generated power must be given the same 
right in the purchase of atomic-gener
ated power. 

A preference clause must be written 
into this bill that will empower the Fed
eral Government to generate, transmit, 
and distribute atomically created electri
cal energy and that will preserve the 
right of municipalities, public-utility 
districts, States, rural electrification co
operatives, and other public agencies to 
exercise a prior right for the transmis
siOJ?- and ~istributic;m of such power. 

Mr. COLMER .. Mr. · Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. MARSHALL]. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, there 
seems to be considerable interest in my 
section of the country from the rural 
electric cooperatives. They have been 
sending me wires expressing their opin
ions and expressing some concern about 
this bill. I only take this time to express 
the hope that in general debate, Mem
bers on both sides of the aisle, who have 
this bill under discussion, can clear up 
that point. I do not know whether they 
are objecting to something that is in the 
bill or something that is not in the bill. 
I wish they could clear that up from the 
standpoint of rural electric cooperatives. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. BOLLING]. 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with humility that I rise to speak on 
this matter. I have great respect for 
the members of the joint committee 
which reported out this bill. But I feel 
that this bill amending the Atomic 
Energy Act is the most important meas
ure on which it has been my respon
sibility to vote since becoming a Mem
ber of the United States Congress. I 
read the report with care. I noted that 
the first sentence of the report says: 

The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
to whom was referred the bill, H. R. 9757, 
to amend the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as 
amended, and for other purposes, having 
considered the same, unanimously report fa
vorably thereon and recommend that the 
bill do pass. 

Then as I read the rest of the report, 
I discovered that while there was una
nimity in reporting the bill out that was 
where unanimity seemed to end. There 
was in fact very substantial dissent, par
ticularly on the part of those who, as 
I understand it, were among those most 
often present at the hearings during the 
consideration of the bill. 

There is, for example, dissent on the 
part of the distinguished chairman of 
the committee, joined by another mem
ber, with regard to the patent provisions. 
There is dissent on the part of a Member 
of the other body with regard to the 
international section and he is joined 
in that dissent by two of the Members of 
the House. Finally, there is extended 
dissent by two Members of the House of 
Representatives. 

I am entirely serious when I say that 
I consider this to be the most important 
piece of legislation on which I have been 
called to vote. I think that this is a 
fundamental question involving the $12 
billion of the people's money which has 
been expended in the development of 
this great new force. 

The question which rises in my mind 
is not so much whether this provision is 
perfect or that provision entirely in the 
public interest but whether it is wise 
for the Congress of the United States in 
the closing days of a session, in the hec
tic, some might even say somewhat hys
terical, time of the last few days of a 
congressional session to rewrite almost in 
its entirety the basic act which wa.s 
passed by the Congress in 194.6. 
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I reiterate that I have the deepest re
spect for the members of this committee 
whether they be Members of the House 
or of the other body, Republicans, or 
Democrats; but I cannot fail to state my 
own fear that we may well make a se
rious mistake by going even beyond what 
the President recommended and by pass
ing this legislation hastily. 

The decision we take in the next few 
days may be irrevocable. It seems to 
me imperative that on this issue of all 
issues we examine not only our hearts 
and minds but also our souls. 

This is a fundamental issue of our 
time. 

Our decision on this matter may well 
alter the course of history. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remainder of my time to the gentle
man from North Carolina [Mr. DuRHAM], 
a distinguished member of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
North Carolina is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DURHAM. I yield. 
Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that when the 
bill is considered in the Committee of the 
Whole I may include extraneous items 
and revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOLIFIElD. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DURHAM. I yield. 
Mr. HOLIFIElD. I hope the gentle

man will make the announcement that 
if the hearings are to be available to 
the House each Member must bring the 
hearings that was mailed to his office, in 
view of the fact that there will not be 
a supply, I am told by the staff, of the 
hearings available. So if any Member 
wants to refer to them he will have to 
bring his own copy. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, I had 
not intended to speak this afternoon on 
this measure, but since there have been, 
in my opinion, somewhat confused state
ments made about this legislation over 
the past few weeks, I feel it my duty as 
best I can to call to the attention of this 
body the importance of this measure 
which is before us at the present time. 

Our committee, which brought this 
measure to the floor of the House is, as 
you know, composed of 9 Members of the 
House, and 9 Members of the Senate. 
Up to this time it has been a committee 
which has not acted in a partisan way 
at all, or on a political basis. I believe 
every Member will bear me out that that 
is true. 

Today we are faced with a far more 
important thing in this bill than what 
has been taking all of the time for the 
past week in the other body, in my 
opinion. I hope that every Member of 
this body will read the five principles of 
international relationship that the Presi
dent laid down a few weeks ago. 
Whether we are Republicans or Demo
crats, at this hour in the period of our 
history we owe allegiance, I think, to 

those things that go far deeper than 
some little issue that involves a little 
matter here at home. He saiq: 

First. No people on earth can be held as 
a people to be an enemy, for all humanity 
shares the common hunger for peace and 
fellowship and justice. 

Second. No nation's security and well be
ing cari be lastingly achieved in isolation, 
but only in effective cooperation with 
fellow-nations. 

There is a big part in this bill that 
bears on that point. 

He said: 
Third. Any nation's right to a form of 

government and an economic system of its 
own choosing is inalienable. 

Fourth. Any nation's attempt to dictate 
to other nations their form of government is 
indefensible. 

Fifth. A nation's hope of lasting peace 
cannot be firmly based upon any race in 
armaments, but rather upon just relations 
and honest understanding with all other 
nations. 

There is a big part of this bill that 
bears on that very point. 

President Eisenhower next presented 
his point 6. It was a proposal for world 
cooperation to promote peace and prog
ress in all countries, as follows: 

This Government is ready to ask its people 
to join with all nations in devoting a sub
stantial percentage of any savings achieved 
by real disarmament to a fund for world aid 
and reconstruction. The purposes of this 
great work would be: To help other peoples 
to develop the undeveloped areas of the 
world to stimulate profitable and fair world 
trade, to assist all peoples to know the bless
ings of productive freedom. 

The monuments of this new kind of war 
would be these: Roads and schools, hospitals 
and homes, food and health. We are ready, 
in short, to dedicate our strength to serving 
the needs, rather than the fears, of the world. 

This bill has a large part in carrying 
out that program. 

There are two important things in 
this measure, in my opinion, when we 
talk about whether or not this bill should 
be considered. I may say to the gen
tleman who just preceded me that a 
letter was written, when I was chairman 
of the committee, 2 years .ago this July, 
to the Commission asking for a report, 
provided for under present law, known 
as section 7B report. That letter is a 
matter of record. This committee has 
been continuously considering this meas
ure since that time. 

When we ·first wrote this measure we 
wrote it on a theoretical basis. We did 
not have anything at all to hang our 
hats on except what we inherited from 
the War Department; therefore I think 
it is important to the Nation, it is im
portant to the world, that we at this 
time look at the act, after spending some 
$12 billion, and try to see what we can 
do with it for humanity. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from North Carolina has expired. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the gentleman 2 minutes. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, those 
are the points I would like to call the 
Members' attention to. Let us forget 
all of these side issues that may be 
brought in. I do not agree with them all. 
I think some should not be in this bill. 
I do not agree with them, but they are 

here and they have been made an issue. 
Let us rise to a point above this little 
petty partisanship, and not talk about 
whether we are going to build a spite 
fence in somebody's backyard. I do not 
like that. 

The situation that calls for our at
tention is whether we are going to co
operate with our allies in trying to work 
out some means in case of attack which 
today would result in a state of confu
sion unless we do something about it. 
The other matter is trying to cooperate 
with the world. This is no giveaway 
program as has been charged. That sim
ply does not exist in this bill. When you 
get down to studying this measure you 
will find it is not a giveaway program. 
Every ounce of the fissionable material 
that is held, whether we loan it to some 
college in New York or some college in 
my own State, which we have done, or 
whether we loan it to our allies, is still 
retained in our right and ownership and 
we can pull it out and use it any time we 
want to. The only thing that is involved 
is probably some engineering skill which, 
in my opinion, most of the countries 
have and it is well known at the present 
time. It is just assistance to try to get 
some of our allies back on their feet, and 
in my opinion it will cost very little com
pared with what we have been spending 
in cash. Now, I hope that on tomorrow 
when the debate is on that we will not 
forget the main issues in the bill, because 
I feel it is highly important that this 
measure be enacted at this session of the 
Congress. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question on the reso
lution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

APPEASEMENT UNLIMITED 
Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 5 minutes a.nd to revise and extend 
my remarks, and to include an article. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, not so 

many years ago, the people of the world 
heard the cry "Peace in our time." This 
was the cry of Neville Chamberlain, the 
British participant in the infamous 
Munich sellout of central Europe when 
he arrived at London Airport following 
that conference. We all know that the 
Munich conference was the opening act 
in a series of inevitable events leading 
up to World War II. It was not long 
after the Munich Conference that Hit
ler's appetite for conquest and aggres
sion took the German people into an 
all-out invasion of Poland. This ag
gression set off World War II. 

Today we are hearing the cry of 
.. Peace in our time at any price." This 
was the guiding slogan of the French 
and British at the recently concluded 
Geneva Conference. We all know that 
the Geneva Conference resulted in a 
complete sellout of all that is dear to all 
liberty-loving people in the free world 
and those many millions who yearn for 
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freedom who are now held , captive 
within . the Red colonial empire. The 
results of the Geneva Conference are 
far more grave than the consequences 
of the infamous Munich Conference. 
The strategic importance of Indochina 
to the security and freedom of all of free 
Asia is well known to the Members of 
this House. We all know, for example, 
that Japan has historically depended 
upon the rice stocks which come from 
that area of Indochina which has now 
been handed over to the Communists. 
This means that free Japan will be com
pelled willy-nilly to do business with the 
Communists in Viet Minh. But perhaps 
more important than that is the blow 
this will strike at the hope of the mil
lions of people behind the Iron Curtain 
who have been anxiously awaiting the 
defeat of Communist aggression by the 
West. The results of the Geneva Con
ference can bring them only a message 
of despair because the West has failed 
miserably to stop Communist aggression. 

The United States cannot escape re
sponsibility for the sellout at Geneva. 
Secretary Dulles was correct when he 
withdrew from the Geneva Conference, 
r,ecognizing the sellout that was then in 
the making. The. unfortunate return of 
Under Secretary Smith who, from the 
statements he made in Geneva, made. it 
clear that he did not personally relish 
the task that was laid upon him, never
theless makes us a party to the defeat 
and sellout at Geneva. 

Yesterday there appeared in the 
Washington Star a column by Constan
tine Brown which puts into perspective 
the real issues at Geneva and the pen
alties the free world will pay for the 
failure of its leading statesmen to stand 
up against Communist aggression. Un
der unanimous consent, I include in the 
RECORD the column of Constantine 
Brown: 
SOLD INTO COMMUNIST SLAVERY-GENEVA TuG 

OF WAR Is REGARDED 0NL Y AS A VICTORY FOR 
REDS AT ExPENSE OF 20 MILLION INDO
CHINESE 

(By Constantine Brown) 
The gigantic tug of war played at Geneva 

has ended in a complete victory for the 
Reds. The rights of some 20 million peo
ple who wanted to live free-free of Com
munist domination and French colonial
ism-have been trampled under foot by the 
great powers. 

The cries for justice by the representatives 
of the Vietnam were drowned by the advo
cates of peace in our time at any price, and 
by the Reds, who were holding them up .at 
pistol point. The policeman of the world, 
the United Nations, was strangely silent. 
The appeals of the Indochina people for 
U. N. control at least of the so-called armi
stice terms were scornfully rejected by the 
very founders and charter members of that 
peace-loving organization. 

One of the Soviet members is reported to 
have said at Geneva: 

"This is a he-roan's job; not one for an 
old woman." . 

Ever since the parley opened last April, 
the Communists have never yielded an inch. 
While the western representatives were run
ning in circles, smiling, courting, and kow
towing to the new diplomatic star, Peiping's 
Foreign Minister, Chou En-lai, his Soviet 
colleague and mentor, Molotov, has main
t ained a stern attitude . . 

The "after you Gaston" · act of Bidault 
(and later Mendes-France) and Eden was 

accepted literally by the Communists. They 
did take precedence at all the functions held 
at the conference. 

Judging from what has been released, so 
far, in connection with the armistice terms, 
Geneva will go down in history as a diplo
n:.atic catastrophe worse than Munich. It 
also may have more far-reaching conse
quences. 

The fighting in Indochina is about to end, 
and so are the hopes for freedom of its 20 
million people. 

The deal was made across the diplomatic 
table by nations which claim to be defenders 
of freedom. 

They sold their one-time wards to the 
ruthless Communist dictatorship. They 
provided Communist China with complete 
control over the Breadbasket of Asia, and 
also with strategic points in the South Pa
cific, from where they can eventually wage 
war against the remaining free nations, in
cluding the United States, with greater ex
pectations of success. 

The strategic importance of Indochina is 
so considerable to us that when the Japanese 
early in 1941 began to move toward that 
country, Secretary of State Cordell Hull sent 
a stern note of warning to Tokyo. 

Today, the peninsula has more importance 
than in the past. Japan, which we are now 
striving to keep on our side, depends to a 
large extent for her food on rice imports 
from Indochina. 

France and Great Britain, with our ap
proval, have handed the richest portion of 
Vietnam to the Communists. It won't be 
long before Peiping tells the Japanese to give 
up their association with the United States 
or else they will suffer unbearable economic 
consequences. 

What puzzles many American observers is 
the reason which prompted sending such a 
high-ranking diplomat as Undersecretary of 
State Walter Bedell Smith back to Geneva. 
Mr. Dulles had followed a healthy instinct 
when he quit the Conference, and ordered, 
shortly after his departure, his deputy to 
come home, too. 

He rushed back to Paris for 2 weeks at the 
pressing request of the French and British 
to talk over apparently, the creation of a 
South Pacific pact for the purpose of pre
venting any further Communist advances in 
the south. 

The terms of the armistice leave no doubt 
however, in anybody's mind that the whol~ 
of Indochina is doomed. 

According to Geneva reports, neither 
southern Vie~I}am nor Laos and Cambodia 
will be permitted to join ·any coalitions such 
as Mr. Dulles had in mind. Yet, despite the 
warnings at Geneva by lesser American offi
cials that France and Britain were deter
mined to sign an appeasement contract, Mr. 
Dulles last Friday ordered Undersecretary 
Smith back to the "Swiss Munich." His 
presence is bound to be viewed by free 
Asiatics as a tacit American endorsement of 
the sellout of Indochina to the Communists. 

The Secretary of State explained to some 
friends in Congress that this "gesture" of 
sending General Smith was necessary to 
patch up our difficulties with France and 
Great Britain. Mr. Dulles coUld not refuse 
the pressing demands of our allies without 
threatening allied unity. 

Congressional leaders of both parties, who 
are so bitterly opposed to our surrender on 
the Far East, question however, the wisdom 
of Americans condoning the selling of an
other large batch of free peoples into Com
munist slavery. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the special order I had for today be va-

c_ated and that the time may be· trans
ferred to tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

.There was no objection. 

DISABLED VETERANS AND SPANISH
AMERICAN WAR VETERANS AND 
DEPENDENTS 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 
· The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PmLBIN. Mr. Speaker, I am pro

foundly disappointed that section 3 of 
this bill as adopted and reported by the 
Committee has been for some quite un
explainable reason lifted out of the bill 
before us. I would not seek to divine or 
impugn the motives of those responsible 
for this strange and deplorable action. 

If so-called economy was the aim
economy based on penurious treatment 
of the gallant veterans who bled for this 
Nation, their widows, their orphans, 
their helpless dependents, those brave 
veterans of the Spanish-American War 
and their dependents along with the 
others because they are just as much 
entitled, it is something entirely beyond 
my comprehension. 

Penury at the expense of the wounded, 
the battle-scarred, the war-tattered, the 
shell-shocked, the mentally afflicted, the 
poor helpless widows and orphans, those 
inarticulate ones unable to plead for or 
help themselves, is particularly regret
table, in fact, it gives me feelings of 
shame for the Government willingly to 
turn its back upon those to whom it owes 
the most. 

Do you remember Churchill's great 
words, "Never have so many owed so 
much to so few"? Well, it is applicable 
here as well as to the brave English lads 
of whom they were first uttered. We, 
too, are indebted to our war heroes. We 
owe them a debt we could never possibly 
pay, but instead we are paying them off 
in soft talk about economy and mere 
meager pittances. 

Economy is the watchword of this bill. 
Economy for whom and for what? 
Economy of intelligence and prudence 
and stability? Economy of measure and 
calculation and fairness? No, indeed. 
This is an economy of moral obliquity 
and ethical astigmatism and no one can 
make anything else out of it. Think of 
it, the great Nation that has poured out 
a steady, lavish stream of gold and treas
ure of more than $100 billion to help 
foreign nations grudgingly paying more 
than a paltry mite to the very ones who 
saved the Republic with their limbs, 
their sight, and their blood, and their 
suffering loved ones and orphans. If I 
must confess an absorbing astigmatism 
of my own in not being able to compre
hend this great paradox, then I hope I 
may be pardoned and understood. 

Because are we now living in the age 
of the paradox-the moral and economic 
paradox-hospitals for the rest of the 
world, none for America, full armaments 
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for NATO, limitations upon our own 
naval vessel and aircraft construction, 
with .American funds -for foreign nations, 
stagnation and unemployment in 
Charlestown and Quincy, Mass., and 
other places in E>Ur land· where these im-
plements are made? . 

So much for statements of generality . 
somewhat pertinent to the paradox of 
veterans' legislation facing the House 
today. There is a ray of light. There is 
some small benefit to the disabled and 
their loved ones. _The relief provided is 
meager, indeed, and it is not extended to 
cover all those it should cover. It is not 
enough to meet curr.ent conditions and 
costs. But it is something-a half loaf 
is better than none, and it is in that be
lief, not satisfied at all with the nig
gardly degree of help that I will support 
this measure. 

I wonder when we will come to a fit
ting realization of basic ethical values 
evidencing our _ gratitude and the Na
tion's gratitude to veterans. And I won
der especially that when war comes 
again with what enthusiasm or other
wise young men will rally to the dread, 
but urgent, all-significant call that will 
determine whether freedom lives or not, 
who see before them today our indiffer
ence and picayune treatment of veterans 
of our previous wars and their de
pendents. 

Much of the great sums we have spent 
for veterans has been used wisely and 
well. A great deal more has been poorly 
administered. But the real pity is that 
in time of gigantic generosity to others 
in foreign lands we have done and are 
doing so relatively little for our own 
country and our own disabled veterans 
and those dearest to them. 

POSTAL FIELD SERVICE EMPLOYEES 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I am very 

sorry-that this important measure comes 
to the House in this way·and in this form. 
I cannot possibly subscribe to it as it is 
presently constituted. It is not my pur
pose to question the legislative policy 
and strategy behind this measure except 
to state that I heartily disapprove of the 
failure to accord Members of the House 
an opportunity to be recorded on the 
separate, distinct provisions of this bill. 

Various reasons are assigned to ac
count for this single-package measure 
embracing not only postal-pay raises but 
rate increases and reclassification fea
tures as well. Primarily it is asserted 
that funds must be provided by the 
House to pay for the pay raises. I would 
normally have no quarrel with such fiscal 
procedure if it were logically and im
partially pursued. But of course it never 
is and probably never could be. I no
ticed that ·the foreign-aid bills, NATO, 
European defense, mutual security, and 
other such . measures never carry such 
requirements. The Congress manages to 

find plenty of money to meet these multi
billion-dollar authorizations. In fact, 
now that the matter of -fiscal balance a~d 
the principle . pf pay as you go has been 
stressed here as a basis for legislation, I 
might suggest that the Congress vote 
generous pay raises over and above the 
rates of the pending bill for postal and 
generally classified Government workers 
and then pay the cost of such well
merited increases by. deducting necessary 
funds from foreign military and eco
nomic relief measures. In the light of 
Geneva, Indochina, and other recent 
changes in the world picture and the 
shift of our so-called allies toward Sqviet . 
orientation, we would be not only justi
fied but very wise to restrict further for- . 
eign expenditures until we know where 
we stand. That would be reappraisal 
and a realistic approach to some solution . 
of our present very pathetic interna
tional plight. 

Be that as it may, I favor adequate pay 
for postal and Government workers to 
bring their wages and salaries up to the 
decent levels and standards of compara
ble positions in private industry. I am 
prepared to vote in favor of such in
creases on a generous and fairminded 
basis. 

I am opposed to postal-rate .increases 

VETERANS' LEGISLATION 
Mi·s. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I rise to state that the Com
mittee· on Veterans' Atiairs has been 
ftooded with regrets and protests be
cause the money for the so-called non
service-connected cases and for the · 
Spanish-American War widows was 
stricken from the bill H. R. 9020 yester
day. Judge MACK introduced a bill to 
take care of those cases, and I believe 
firmly that the House and the Senate 
in their wisdom will pass that bill and 
the President will sign it before we ad
journ. I do not think the Members 
realize that those people are so depend
ent on this money which was given to 
them by law, and certainly if we can 
increase everybody else, all of the Gov
ernment employees, we should give those 
people, who are very seriously disabled, 
the same consideration. 

at this time as proposed by the bill. I READMISSION OF CERTAIN CZECH-
do not desire to argue this question at OSLOV AK AND HUNGARIAN 
length. In brief, I believe that the pres- CHURCHMEN AS DELEGATES TO 
ent rates, particularly those on first- WORLD COUNCIL OF CHURCHES 
class mail, are high enough. To increase CONFERENCE : 
them further, having in mind that the · 
post office is a public service devotej to Mr .. BENTL.EY. Mr. Speaker, I aslc 

unanimous consent to extend my re
the public welfare in so many respects, marks at this point in the REcoRD. 
would be an imposition upon business, 
the press, and the general public which The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
I deem unnecessary and highly unde- to the request of the gentleman from 
sirable. Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
To tie postal-rate increases to meri- Mr. BENTLEY. · Mr. Speaker, in its 

torious and richly deserved pay raises press release No. 3go of July 17, the De
for postal workers is an injustice, an partment of State has ·stated that Sec
anachronism, and an economic fallacy. retary Dulles has recommended to the 
If such a principle is adopted, what Attorney General that 11 churchmen 
sources can be tapped to pay for raises from Communist Czechoslovakia and 
for other Government employees whose Communist Hungary be admitted as del
departments are not revenue producing. egates to the second assembly of the 
Obviously the only answer is that as to World Council of Churches which is 
all pay bills as well as other activities scheduled to meet at Evanston, Ill., the 
of the Federal Government we must look last 2 weeks of next month. There are 
to the general revenue~ of the Govern- other Protestant Church conferences at 
ment. Princeton University and at Chicago this 

Let me state that I have high and spe- summer which these individuals may be 
cial regard, esteem, and pride for and expected to attend. 
toward our faithful postal workers. The Department admits that some or 
They have difficult jobs requiring high all of these delegates may have found it 
standards of diligence, steadiness, re- possible to reconcile their faith with pub
liability, and ability. Their contribu- lie support of communism. The Depart
tions to the Nation are very great and ment feels, however, that all invited del
would be difficult entirely to measure. egates who are admissible under the law 
The record clearly shows that there is a should be permitted to attend these 
serious, substantial lag in their pay scales meetings since their conduct will reveal 
which in my judgment should now be whether they come as churchmen or as 
corrected. propagandists of an aggressive and ma-

This can be done only by enacting the terialistic philosophy fundamentally 
original Corbett bill, or some similar hostile to religious faith. The Depart
measure. I hope the leadership will ment also expresses the hope that the 
promptly bring this or some other suit- meetings may have a beneficial effect 
able bill to the ftoor so that this House upon these delegates and perhaps act 
can do what it overwhelmingly wants to to lend a spiritual strengthening of the 
do, namely, extend just, generous con- Czechoslovak and Hungarian churches 
sideration to the postal workers and in the face of Communist pressure. 
soon thereafter to all Government work- Mr. Speaker, I have discussed this 
ers as well. , problem with high officials of the State 
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Department as well as with certain 
prominent churchmen, members. of the 
National Council of Churches of Christ 
in this country. I have attempted to 
carry on these discussions in a friendly, 
constructive manner but I have been 
firm in my expressed belief that the ad
mission of these people would be a tragic 
catastrophe and would do incalculable 
harm to the best interests of this coun
try and indeed of the entire free world. 

I am assuming that these aliens would 
be mandatorily excludable from this 
country under the provisions of section 
212 <a> <28> of Public Law 414, other
wise known as the Immigration and Na
tionality Act of 1952, and that they are 
being temporarily admitted in the dis
cretion of the Attorney General under 
the provisions of section 212 (d) (3) of 
the same legislation. 

I am not believing that these aliens 
would present any risk to the national 
security of this country from the stand
point of either espionage or sabotage
they are, I am sure, coming simply as 
propagandists for their cause. Neither 
am I concerned primarily over their 
possible influence upon the people of 
this country or upon the majority of 
delegates from other free countries of 
the world. What does cause me grave 
anxiety, Mr. Speaker, is the effect this 
will have upon the peoples now living 
in Communist slavery, especially in the 
countries of Czechoslovakia and Hun
gary, peoples whose liberation we have 
officially pledged ourselves tn anticipate 
and hope for. I fear the shock to these 
people and to the cause of anticommu
nism everywhere behind the Iron Cur
tain will be tremendous. 

In 1950 a religious conference was held 
at Luhacovice in Czechoslovakia which 
was attended by alleged representatives 
of many faiths from both East and West 
Europe. Among those in attendance, it 
should be noted, was Dr. Hewlett John
son, the notorious Dean of Canterbury. 
Also present and taking a prominent 
part in the proceedings were Bishop 
Josef Hromadka and Dr. Viktor Hajek 
of Czechoslovakia and Bishop Albert 
Bereczky of Hungary, all of whom are 
among the delegates expected at Evan
ston next month. This conference 
adopted a unanimous resolution from 
which I would like to quote a few brief 
excerpts: 

We condemn with all the strength at our 
disposal the ungodly plans of the Western 
Powers, who in their futile attempts to 
prevent the victorious ascent of Socialist 
ideas want to plunge mankind into a new 
war catastrophe. These enemies of the 
peace of mankind, in the hope of lengthen
ing the life of their immoral exploitive sys
tem, have resorted to the loathsome method 
of frightening the peace-loving peoples with 
the atom bomb. • • • We are Christians, 
preachers of Christ's teachings of love and 
peace and therefore we are for peace. This 
is why we are proud to declare ourselves 
part of the great peace camp, led by the 
Soviet Union. • • • We are confident that 
we will best serve the cause of peace if, in ac
cord with the will of God, we devote all our 
priestly endeavors to helping our working 
people to build up socialism, the victory ot 
which is also a guaranty o! lasting peace 
among nations. 

I might add that "literature contain
ing a comprehensive report of this 
Luhacovice Conference, including the 
text of the resolution from which I have 
quoted above, this literature has been 
circulated in this country by the Com
munist Czechoslovak Embassy here in 
Washington, which should clearly show 
the close ties between the Communist 
Government in that country and the 
so-called church delegates who are com
ing to the United States shortly from 
Czechoslovakia. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot believe that in
dividuals who have subscribed to state
ments such as these can make any con
tribution to the church conferences in 
question. 

I am not acquainted with the back
grounds of the other Czech and Slovak 
delegates, Bishop Chabada, B1shop 
Varga, Mr. Ziak, and Dr. Michalko. I 
do know something, however, of the 
Hungarians who are, in addition to 
Bishop Bereczky, Bishop Dezsery, Bishop 
Veto, Bishop Peter, and Dr. Papp. When 
I declare that all of these Hungarian 
Delegates are and have been thorough
going collaborators with Soviet com
munism, I assume the same to be true 
of their Czechoslovak brethren. 

Mr. Speaker, if these individuals were 
free agents in any serise of the word, I 
would be among the first to welcome them 
to our shores. But they are not and 
cannot be free in any sense of the word. 
Either they must be devout, fanatical 
Marxists or they have close relatives in 
their homelands or they are exposed to 
some other form of pressure that must 
merely leave them as obedient automa
tons in the propaganda service of the 
Communist governments who have 
risked exposing them to the Western 
World. 

The Department of State cherishes the 
hope that their visit here may serve to 
strengthen the Czech and Hungarian 
Protestant churches in the face of Com
munist pressure. Just how naive c"an 
one be? Far from having any salutary 
effect upon the people of Czechoslovakia 
and Hungary, the .knowledge that these 
servants of world Communism who mas
querade as men of God are coming to 

· this country to advocate cooperation be
tween the churches of east Europe and 
those of the free world and to promote 
the new Communist line of eooperation 
can have only a crushing blow to the 
hopes of those millions of anti-Commu
nists behind the Iron Curtain who look 
longingly to the free world for the day of 
their liberation. 

Mr. Speaker, I have the privilege and 
honor to be a member of the so-called 
Kersten committee which the Congress 
authorized last year to investigate the 
question of the communization of the 
Baltic States. This year the committee 
is working diligently on the investigation 
of the communizing of other satellite 
nations of east Europe. The Hungarian 
phase of our hearings, for example, is 
scheduled to open in Washington on 
August 20. 

All of our witnesses have spoken, 
many times from first-hand experience, 
about the persecution of all forms of or-

ganized religion behind the Iron Curtain. 
Such revelations have been of consider
able value and, I feel, have been well 
worth the money appropriated by the 
Congress for this purpose. The State 
Department also has endorsed our find
ings. But now the same State Depart
ment is admitting these Communist del
egates to our country on behalf of the 
cause of organized religion when the 
truth is that they speak for no one ex
cept those atheists who control the gov
ernments of their homelands. 

Think of the field day that their pres
ence here will give to the propagandists 
of world communism. Imagine what a 
Czech or Hungarian will believe when 
he learns that these arch collaborators 
have been welcomed by some of the high
est religious leaders in our land, to say 
nothing of the possible participation of 
national figures from other walks of life. 

Mr. Speaker, I say that the participa
tion of these false churchmen in our 
religious conferences is a shame and an 
affront upon those other Czech and Hun
garian religious heroes who attempted to 
oppose the Communists and who suffered 
imprisonment or worse as a result. I do 
not confine my remarks to the well
publicized cases of the high Rom·an Cath
olic prelates. There have been many 
Protestant martyrs as well. I mention 
the case of Bishop Lajos Ordas of the 
Hungarian Reformed Church who was 
imprisoned while I was in Hungary be
cause he would not sell his services to the 
cause of world communism. When we 
admit men like Bereczky and Hrowadka 
as representatives of their churches to 
our shores, we sully the memory of those 
brave individuals who have suffered in 
defending the cause of religious freedom 
behind the Iron Curtain. 

It has been suggested to me that the 
Conference of the World Council of 
Churches at Evanston may issue a sweep
ing denunciation of international com
munism. I hope that this may be done. 
But I understand that a report which 
has been prepared by a committee of 
Protestant theologians for submission to 
the conference criticizes both commu
nism and democracy with equal fervor. 
In discussing the report, the New York 
Herald-Tribune in its June 15 issue said: 

Democracy was accused of harboring in
equality, injustice, discrimination and ag
gression and of "relying on naked power." 

If this report should be adopted by the 
full conference, the Communist propa
gandists will know what to include and 
what to omit when they return home to 
"strengthen their churches" as the State 
Department puts it. 

Mr. Speaker, the Communist connec
tions of these Czech and Hungarian 
delegates are well known to and admit
ted by the State Department or there 
would have been no need for consulta
tion with the Attorney General. Ob
viously, the Communists are only going 
to send delegates who are thoroughly 
reliable and who can be thoroughly con
trolled. The incredible naivete and per
sistent refusal to face realism on the 
part of the Department is most dis
heartening to one who, like myself, hoped 
far better things from the new regime. 
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When the Department hopes that spirit
ual contacts in this country might have 
a beneficial effect upon the Communist 
delegates and might make them more 
aware of their responsibilities to the 
peoples of their own countries, it is in 
effect destroying much of the work of 
combating Communist propaganda that 
our own organs, such as the Voice of 
America and Radio Free Europe, are car
rying on. The State Department in 
recommending the admission of these 
delegates is hampering and sabotaging 
the work that so many of us are trying · 
to do in exposing the real truth about 
international communism, the real truth 
about conditions behind the Iron Cur
tain, the real truth about the world 
menace we face today at home and 
abroad. 

I am not crying "treason, treason" 
when I speak so. I am not accusing 
either the National Coun~il of Churches 
of Cht:is.t, of which my own church is a 
member, or the State Department of be
ing infiltrated with Communists who 
have engineered this accomplishment. 
But I do say that there are those in au
thority in both places who are blinded 
by their naivete, who stubbornly refuse 
to face the facts, who persist in an in
comprehensible course of nonrealism. 
Those of whom I speak are persons, es
pecially in the State Department, who 
should know better than to persist in 
this foolish attempt at peaceful coexist
ence and cooperation with international 
communism and its disciples. As our 
speaker said on July 9: "What possible 
chance is there for coexistence of this 
outlaw conspiracy alongside a civiliza
tion based on truth, trust, and faith, on 
freedom and the individual dignity of 
man"? 

Mr. Speaker and Members of the 
House, certain of my colleagues and I 
recently spoke in our minority report on 
the mutual security program of the need 
for this country to exercise a spiritual 
and a moral leadership worthy of a great 
heritage and a great people. I stand 
here before you and say that a compro
mise with evil which admits these Com
munist delegates to our shores in the 
name of organized religion, that such a 
compromise is an abnegation of that 
moral leadership which the entire anti
Communist world is looking to us to pro
vide. And I say shame on any who have 
lent themselves to the practice of this 
betrayal. 

REVOLUTION IN RUSSIA 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
include additional matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, when a 

Russian diplomat or a Red spy is chosen 
to operate inside the free world, his 
.loyalty to communism has met all the 
.incredibly thorough checking of the 
Reds. 

After 12 successful missions behind the 
Iron Curtain, author-lecturer John Mor
~ey said: 

No one is approved for clearance outside 
Russia unless his record and credentials are 
checked and rechecked by one of the most 
secret departments of the Soviet Union. 

And he concluded: 
So when one of these "approved" Reds 

voluntarily escapes to the West, it's a sure 
sign that something critical is brewing be
hind the Iron Curtain. 

Does this mean there are some weak
nesses in the Soviet empire that may be 
exploited by the Free World for ultimate 
victory in the struggle against Com
munist aggression? 

Very definitely-if there is substance 
to data filtering out by devious ·channels 
from behind the Iron Curtain which I 
am summarizing today. Naturally, it 
is impossible to recheck the sources of 
this information, and I do not certify its 
accuracy. My purpose is to lay it be
fore you for your own evaluation. 

However, important confirmation of 
much previously unsubstantiated intelli
gence was made in a dramatic fashion 
recently by one of these "approved" Red 
escapees. He is Nikolai Khokhlov, a 
former Soviet secret police agent. 

Sent to West Berlin to murder an im
portant foe of the Soviet regime, Khokh
lov instead surrendered to his intended 
victim. On May 21 of this year Senator 
WILLIAM E. JENNER's International Se
curity subcommittee Investigating So
viet Assassination and ·Terrorism inter
viewed him. 

Here in part, are his responses to 
questions by Senator JENNER and the 
subcommittee's chief counsel, Charles P . . 
Grimes: 

Mr. GRIMES. Now, it is tr-ue, is J.t not, that 
you have been an officer of the MGB for some 
13 years? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. I was a collaborator, that 
is, a worker with the MGB, and the officer's 
rank I have had since 1950, since September 
1950. 

Mr. GRIMES. Now, what is the MGB and its 
predecessor, the NKVD, will you please 
explain? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. The MGB is a service vrhich 
is engaged in the affairs of intelligence and 
counterintelligence. This service is engaged 
in sending agents abroad and in countering 
the activities of enemy agents. 

When this organization exists alone, its 
name is MGB. When this organization is 
merged into a ministry of internal affairs, 
then its identity, or the name is lost, and it 
becomes a part of either MVD, or as it was 
NKVD. 

Mr. GRIMES. NKVD was the original name? 
Mr. KHOKHLov. Before that, there was also 

another name, NKGB, which actually was the 
same. 

Mr. GRIMES. Did you belong to any particu-
lar branch of the MGB? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. Yes. 
Mr. GRIMES. What branch was that? 
Mr. KHoKHLov. During the war, the name 

of this service was the Fourth Administra
tion. Then its official function was the 
partisan, that is the guerrilla warfare, with 
the Germans. 

After the war, the name of this service was 
changed to the Bureau No. 1. It was stated 
officially that the purpose of this bureau was 
preparation for training for the future parti
san warfare. 

In 1953, this service once again was re
named, and this -time it was known as the 
Ninth Section. 

However, it is known to me for certain 
that the real purpose of this organization ~or 
all this period was diversionary activities and 
terroristic work for the Soviet benefit abroad. 

Mr. GRIMES. Will you please describe what 
the terroristic activities abroad consisted of? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. In the official language of 
the MGB, official terminology of the MGB, 
the term "terroristic activities" means the 
implementation of directions dealing with 
the assassinations or murder of individual 
persons. 

Mr. GRIM!!:S. And what does the phrase 
"diversionary activities" mean as used by the 
Soviet Government and your agency and de
partment? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. Diversionary activities in
clude sabotage, organization of explosions, 
fires, in harbors and other installations, and 
the sabotage in plants, destruction of differ
ent types of war prdouction, throwing bombs 
in various cities in order to create panic, 
this is basically all. 

The CHAmMAN. Now, I want to ask how 
extensive 1s this organization of MGB? In 
how many countries is it operated to your 
·knowledge? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. This is a very extensive 
organization, and one could say it covers all 
countries. 

The CHAmMAN. I want to ask if they have 
an American desk, this terrorist organiza
tion? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. Yes, within this organiza
tion, there is a certain section which is en
gaged in work on America. 

The CHAmMAN. Are you a member of the 
MGB? 

Mr. KHoKHLOV. I am an officer of MGB. 
The CHAmMAN. Are you now? 
Mr. KHoKHLOV. No; not since the moment 

of defection, I am not or have not been an 
officer. 

The CHAntMAN. Did you refuse to carry out 
an assignment to commit murder? 
· Mr. KHoKHLOV. Yes; I refused, I never per
formed the assignments to murder. 

The CHAmMAN. Why? 
. Mr. KHOKHLOV. Because I consider that 
the murder or assassination is a crime 
11gainst religion and conscience. 

Mr. GRIMES. Would you please state the 
events from the time that you received this 
assignment, where you received it, when you 
received it, and who gave you this assign
ment? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. I received an assignment 
on the organization for the assassination 
of Okolovich in the beginning of October 
1953. 

Mr. GRIMES. Who was Okolovich? 
Mr. KHOKHLOV. One of the leaders of the 

emigre movement known as NTS. 
The CHAmMAN. What does NTS stand for':
Mr. KHoKHiov. National Labor Work Alli

ance. 
Mr. GRIMES. Is it really an alliance of 

workers, or is it something else? 
Mr. KHOKHLOV. No; this alliance unites 

the most diversified strata of people. 
. Mr. GRIMES. Are they all emigres from 

Russia? 
Mr. KHOKHLOV. Yes. 
Mr. GRIMES. What is their purpose? 
Mr. KHOKHLOV. To carry out a revolution 

.in Russia and to replace the present regime 
with the one that would be more free. 

Mr. GRIMES. Has this organization been in 
existence, to your knowledge, since the 1930's? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. Yes; approximately since 
that period. 

Mr. GRrMES. Is it a large organization in
sofar as you know? 

Mr. KHoKHLOV. Yes; it 1s a large organ
ization. 

Mr. GRIMES. What is the basis of your 
knowledge of this organization? 

Mr. KHOKHLov. The data that are in the 
-possession of the MGB and the data that 
was given to me for my knowledge by my 
superiors. 
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Mr. GRIMES. And you had to study it in

tensively; did you not? 
Mr. KHOKHLOV. Yes. 
Mr. GRIMES. Mr. Khokhlov, you have tes. 

tified about your assignment to head the 
assassination group of Mr. Okolovich and 
your study of the dossier of the NTS. 

Did not the dossier presented to you as a 
preliminary stElP also contain a file on 
Okolovich himself? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. Yes, there was a special 
dossier on Okolovich in this file which gave 
detailed information covering all aspects of 
Okolovich's personal life to the extent which 
was known to Soviet Intelligence Service. 
· Mr. GRIMES. Did you learn from that file, 
or otherwise, of previous attempts made 
against Mr. Okolovich and Mrs. Okolovich? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. Yes, I knew the whole 
story, the complete story of attempts to 
assassinate Okolovich and also attempts to 
kidnap him. 

Mr. GRIMES. Had there been an attempt to 
kidnap his wife also, do you know? 

Mr. KHOKHLov. No: they did not make any 
attempts to kidnap his wife. It was merely 
planned to kill her in case she interfered. 

Mr. GRIMES. Not to kidnap; just to kill her 
1! necessary; is that it? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. Yes, precisely. 
Mr. GRIMES. Now, will you tell us, please, 

about thfs assignment, starting with when 
you first received word that this was to be 
your assignment? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. This assignment was given 
to me at first by my direct superior, Colonel 
Studnikov. 

Mr. GRIMES. And who in turn was his 
superior? 

Mr. KHOKHLov. Panyushkin. 
Mr. GRIMES. Panyushkin was the former 

Ambassador to the United States of , America 
from Soviet Russia; is that correct? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. Yes; this is precisely so. 
Mr. GRIMES. And you know that to be the 

same man who was our Ambassador here 
for some 5 years? 

Mr. KHOKHLov. Yes; this was the story 
mentioned within the ministry. 

Mr. GRIMES. Now, what precisely was your 
assignment as given you by Studnikov? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. Studnikov told me that I 
am given an assignment to organize a liqui
dation of one of the most distinguished Rus
sian emigres, who was the most dangerous 
enemy of the Soviet power. 

I myself was categorically forbidden to 
assassinate him personally, inasmuch as I 
was the leader of this operation, the organ
ization of the assassination. I was supposed 
to recruit two German agents to carry out 
the assassination. These men were to be 
selected from the personnel of the agents 
whom we had available in Eastern Germany. 
· Furthermore, I had to prepare the docu
ments for them, to prepare the story for 
them, and order the weapons for them, and 
take steps to organize their trip to Frank
furt. 

Furthermore, I was supposed to give them 
Instructions as to how the plan should be 
implemented. I was supposed to give them 
instruction as to how approximately the 
deed had to be carried out. 

For this purpose, several agents of Eastern 
Germany, and those who were in Western 
Germany, were given to me for my disposal. 
I had to send them to collect information 
and data on Okolovich and for tl_l.king pic
tures of the place of Okolovich's residence. 

Such was the basic assignment in its main 
parts. As to the details, I had to work them 
out myself. 

Mr. GRIMES. Now, in connection with that, 
were you given a file on the NTS to study? 

Mr. KHoKHLOv. Yes; so that I would have 
the precise idea as to what this organization 
1s. 

Mr. GRIMES. Now based upon the file which 
you were given to study, in connection with 

1 :this assassination assignment, what did you 

discover as to the purposes and effectiveness 
of the NTS, the National Labor Alliance? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. On the basis of my study 
of the material that was in the file that was 
turned over to me, and on the basis of the 
so-called briefing which was issued on the 
5th of November 1953, I could come to a 
conclusion that MOB, in this particular case, 
considers that the NTS is a very strong 
organization in carrying its fight against the 
Soviet Union. 

Mr. GRIMES. According to that informa
tion, do they carry on their fight against the 
Soviet Union preliminarily, as you have testi
fied, to an ultimate revolution? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. NTS has a large volume of 
propaganda literature, such as bulletins, in
dividual sheets, newspapers, and books, 
which it disseminates in the territory of the 
Soviet Union and the countries of people's 
democracy. 

Mr. GRIMES. Based upon your intelligence 
information, how do they get it into Russia? 

Mr. KHoKHLov. They have their own cells 
and that is small organizations within the 
ranks of the Soviet Army and in the Soviet 
Union. For liaison with these cells, the NTS 
sends a large number of couriers regularly 
who cross the frontier and go to both the 
territory of the Soviet Union and the terri
tory of the so-called countries of people's 
democracy. 

Mr. GRIMES. Does he mean the satellite 
countries? 

Mr. SEREBRENNIKOV (the interpreter). Yes, 
of course. 

Mr. GRIMES. Apart from the many couriers 
which you have testified crossed the Russian 
border in behalf of the NTS to bring propa
ganda leaflets and other items of propaganda 
in, da-they use the method of balloons to 
convey propaganda messages into Russia and 
into their cells within Russia? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. This method has been 
written up in the newspapers, but this 
method was not a subject of the investiga
tion on the part of the MOB. 

The MOB was interested in the work of 
agents, and the data on the activities of the 
agents I had in great quantity. 

Mr. GRIMES. Were some of the agents of 
the NTS who crossed the border and went 
into Soviet Russia apprehended? 

Mr. KHOKHLov. Yes, a certain number 
and a certain part, certain agents were tried 
officially; and other agents just perished 
without a trace behind the prison walls of 
the MOB. 

Mr. GRIMES. What position did Okolovich 
occupy in the NTS? 
. Mr. KHOKHLov. He was a leader of the so
called activities, which can also be translated 
as secret activities. 

Mr. GRIMES. Will you describe the closed 
or secret activities? 

Mr. KHOKHLov. First of all, this work con
sisted of sending personnel, which means 
that first you had to select, to train them, 
and to train them in work, and to instill in 
them the spirit of the organization, and 
finally to brief them and to train them as 
to how they can accomplish the task with 
which they are charged. 

Mr. GRIMES. To send the personnel into 
Russia itself, as well as the satellite coun
tries? 

Mr. KHoKHLov. Yes; also into Russia it· 
self. 

Mr. GRIMES. In a sense he, then, was in 
charge of the secret police of the NTS oper
ating in very much the same manner that 
your branch operated for the Soviet Govern• 
ment; is that not so? 

Mr. KHoKHLOV. He was the head and the 
soul of all secret intelligence work directed 
against the Soviet Union. 

Mr. GRIMES. In a sense he was a sort of an 
opposite number of Panyushkin? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. Only with the great dif• 
ference in their purposes, of course. 

· The CHAIRMAN. Panyushkin was an assas
sin and Okolovich was a propagandist; is 
that correct? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. This is precisely so. 
Mr. GRIMES. Is it a fact that the Soviet 

Government very much fears the operations 
of the NTS? 

Mr. KHOKHLOV. This is an absolutely exact 
fact. 

· The CHAmMAN. What they really fear is 
the fact that they, the NTS, are Russian 
emigres, who have turned against Russia? 

Mr. KHoKHLOV. Yes, of course; this is the 
most fearful thing for them, because th~ is 
the movement of the Russian people. 

As evidenced by Khokhlov's testimony, 
NTS is an alliance of anti-Communist in
dividuals and organizations. Extremists, 
moderates, and conservatives are all wel
comed into the common cause. 

As a consequence, NTS sometimes has 
been the target of criticism for the crack
pot views of some of its members on sub
jects unrelated to liberating the people 
of Russia from the Soviet regime. Un
biased observers indicate, however, that 
NTS sticks to this primary objective 
with a remarkable singleness of purpose. 
They likewise feel that its secondary ob
jective, establishing a democratic gov
ernment adapted to Russian conditions 
and needs, is safe from extremist infiu
ences. 

NTS has a following on both sides of 
the Iron Curtain. Its ideological basis is 
said to be Christian morals and recogni
tion of human individuality. However, 
it is revolutionary in character because, 
knowing the nature of the Communist 
regime, it believes that nothing short of 
a revolution will destroy it. The NTS 
also believes that nothing short of a rev
olution carried out by the victimized 
people themselves will expose the nature 
of communism to the world. 

Its program of action is: 
First. To reduce the idea of revolt to 

terms generally understood and accepted 
·bY the people. 

Second. To instruct the people how to 
fight; to develop leaders; and to speed 
up the formation of a revolutionary at-
mosphere. · 

Third. When the time is ripe, to over· 
throw the Reds and to substitute adem
ocratic government. 

To carry out this task, NTS has devel
oped and put into practice a strategic 
plan adapted to conditions in a totali
tarian state. It seeks to train and build 
a strong body of devoted and experienced 
revolutionary leaders to spearhead the 
revolt. 

By various methods of underground 
propaganda the ~·molecular theory" of 
revolt described by Khokhlov is carried 
out. Individuals are encouraged to en
roll in an organization, the members of 
which are unknown to each other except 
for cells or molecules of 2 or 3 trusted 
friends. One member only of each cell 
is known to one member only of another 
cell. As indicated by the testimony, to· 
attain common aims and act uniformly, 
NTS couriers are in constant touch with 
these cells, passing along carefully 
plai:med instructions from revolutionary 
headquarters. 

Aside from minor acts of defiance 
which can be carried on without too 
much risk, the present major effort bY. 
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these cells is the enlistment of like
minded, trustworthy individuals into 
new cells. The effort is stimulated by 
tracing symbols and slogans of the NTS 
on walls, railroad cars, and the like. In 
this manner individuals predisposed to 
throw off the Red regime are made aware 
that they are not alone. Moreover, the 
sight of such signs proves to the citizen 
that an act of defiance against the Gov
ernment was committed with impunity. 
He realizes that anyone who takes ele
mentary precautions can do the same 
without much risk of detection. 

Since these symbols express a partic
ular Eet of ideas and political principles, 
their constant appearance helps to or
ganize thought and unite people into a 
coordinated effort. By the surreptitious 
tracing of an NTS symbol, the individual 
is actually voting not only against the 
regime, but for a determined and posi
tive purpose. 

NTS believes it is creating inside Rus
sia a new and growing political force 
over which the Government has no con
trol. The growth of such a force, they 
say, will instill a growing feeling of inse
curity in the ranks of Government sup
porters and reduce their efiiciency. Thus 
a double-pronged process of strengthen
ing the resistance through united revo
lutionary thinking and weakening the 
Government's dictatorial power of op
pression by demoralizing its machinery 
is underway. 

NTS sees three basic stages in the 
process of revolution against the 
Kremlin: 

The first, longest, and least conspicu
ous stage is the formation of these many, 
coordinated cells. 

The second is a transitional period in 
which the development of cells is ad.,. 
vanced enough to stir up some to open 
outbursts against the Government, but 
inadequate to support a general revolt. 
NTS expects these outbursts to be sup
pressed, but hopes such evidences of pop
uiar opposition will hurt the morale of 
the police organization which is sup
posed to control them. As these out~ 
bursts grow in scope and violence, the 
repressive measures of the police are ex
pected to become less and less decisive. 

The third and final stage of general 
revolt will come when the country is ripe 
for a planned and organized general up
rising. 

This analysis by the NTS. is based on 
the existing situation in Russia. Such a 
contingency as war would introduce en
tirely new factors calling for an entirely 
new strategy, 

There are some who believe events 
behind the Iron Curtain already have 
proceeded to the second, or transitional, 
stage. As outward signs of rising popu.:. 
lace resistance they cite (a) the reluc
tance, and sometimes absolute refusal, 
of Soviet troops to take repressive meas
ures during the East German uprisings 
in June, last year; (b) workers' strikes at 
heavy industry centers in Russia; (c) 
strikes, riots, and stubborn resistance to 
the MVD by inmates in a number of 
Soviet concentration camps; (d) sub
versive activity by students' political 
organizations in Moscow, Leningrad, and 
other large centers. Arr~ts were so 
many, and rumors so widespread, that 

the Kremlin had to break its curtain of 
silence and publish reports about them 
in its own newspapers, thereby acknowl
edging the existence of active anti
communism amongst the younger gen
eration. 

Stalin's death and the fall of Beria, it 
is claimed, seriously undermined the 
hypnotic power of Soviet propaganda 
myths. The myths of the indestructible 
unity of Stalin's loyal disciples of the 
invincibility of the MVD; and many 
others were exposed in all their absurd
ity. People began to realize that the 
monsters of the Kremlin and their MVD 
henchmen are but ordinary mortals after 
all. 

The struggle for power between Malen
kov, Beria, and others following Stalin's 
death, and still going on, is having its 
debilitating effect on the Red machinery 
of government another way, too. For 
it places every Red official in a tough 
spot. Big or little, he is constantly wor
ried as to how he should behave in order 
to avoid suspicion and eventual venge
ance from one of the rival factions. 

Trained to demonstrate his loyalty 
through servility to his seniors and glori
fication of the supreme leader, he is at 
a loss how to meet the new situation. 
He knows what would happen if he 
glorifies a loser. Thus the Soviet ofiicial 
is no longer as efiicient a servant of the 
regime as he used to be. His main pre-
occupation is to survive. _ 

The plight of members of the MGB
MVD secret police organizations is even 
worse than that of the ordinary Soviet 
ofiicial. The purge of pro-Beria ele
ments continues. Old hands, according 
to word from behind the Iron Curtain, 
prefer to play it safe. They refuse to 
use their initiative and imagination. 
Agents newly recruited to replace purged 
pro-Beria elements are generally inferior 
in quality and lack training and experi
ence. Their work is crude and unre
liable. 

Exposure to anti-Communist litera
ture, which it is their duty to collect, 
study, and criticize, also affects MVD 
and MGB men. It is interesting to note 
that Nikolai Khokhlov's tremendous re
spect for the NTS came almost entirely 
from his reading of the MGB dossiers on 
the organization. This general weaken
ing of morale based on personal insecu
rity may help explain the unprecedented 
trek of MVD and MGB deserters to the 
West. 

Conscious both of this increasing hos
tility from the population and a weaken
ing in its police apparatus, the Kremlin 
recently embarked on a policy of con
cessions. Since totalitarian governments 
cannot go far along the path of reform, 
the effort backfired. 

Soviet farmers began to spend more 
time in their own backyards and worry 
less about deliveries to the state. Soviet 
workers, disappointed with what they 
got, in many cases struck for more and 
actually got it because the MVD could 
not overcome their resistance. Amnesty 
to a few of the millions held prisoner by 
the Reds encouraged a general demand 
from concentration-camp prisoners for 
additional concessions, which again, the 
MVD proved powerless to deal with ex
cept by mass executions. 

German prisoners orwar who recently 
completed sentences at some of these 
camps report that the strikers even 
hoped the Americans would parachute 
weapons to them. Although the con
centration camps submitted to force, 
these returned prisoners of war say the 
prisoners' resistance spirit has not been 
broken. 

NTS appears to be highly encouraged 
by these events and claims a healthy 
share of the credit for bringing them 
about. Based on what it feels it has so 
far accomplished, NTS is making stren
uous efforts to engage as many more 
individuals in its organization as pos
sible. It seeks not only to draw civilians 
in its efforts, but boldly claims success 
in establishing revolutionary cells in the 
Red Army itself. 

Since success or failure of an eventual 
open revolt depends on the quality of 
available leaders, NTS is said to direct 
much effort toward building up a large 
force of experienced revolutionary lead
ers and deploying them in strategical 
positions. · 

These elements are strictly forbidden 
to engage in any activities which could 
lead to premature disclosure of their 
anti-Communist connections. To re
duce the danger of their exposure 
through betrayal they are isolated from 
contact with other NTS elements behind 
the Iron Curtain. 

Khokhlov brought with him to the 
Jenner committee hearings two sample 
NTS propaganda pieces which were in
troduced into the record. One was a 
facsimile of a 100-ruble banknote on one 
side to attract attention to the anti
Soviet literature on the other side. The 
second was a handkerchief with a mes
sage printed on one side. They show 
the devious and various means NTS uses 
to spread its revolution propaganda 
behind the Iron Curtain. 

If NTS claims are true, its printed 
propaganda barrage is a major effort in
deed. Distribution of 9,693,350 propa
ganda pieces is claimed during 1951, an
other 11,220,000 pieces during 1952, and 
17,847,130 during 1953. 

Some of the propaganda pieces are in 
ordinary, undisguised leaflet form, as 
distinguished from the samples of dis
guised literature handed over by Kho
khlov. They all contain basic informa
tion relating to the aims, nature, strat
egy, and tactics of the NTS. Two 
underground newspapers are of a similar 
nature. 

Brochures and books dealing with ide
ological, political, and tactical problems 
and stories on revolutionary themes are 
bound inside innocent Soviet books, or 
in the covers of Soviet books. Facsim
ilies of major Soviet newspapers and 
magazines, railroad timetables, and sim
ilar publications containing concentrat
ed or scattered propaganda material also 
are used. 

Not only are such .propaganda mate
rials delivered by hand, dropped in public 
places, and otherwise . manually dis
tributed, but a number of mechanical 
devices and even balloons and rockets 
are· used to gain wider clandestine dis
tribution and protect individual NTS 
personnel from unnecessary risk. 
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As another means of spreading its 

vlews, NTS operates a mobile clandestine 
radio station known as Radio Free 
Russia. It operates mainly on Soviet 
shortwave frequencies. 

Unlike the Voice of America, it is not 
inhibited by any diplomatic considera
tions. The station tries to transmit 
eight half-hour programs every day. 
Apart from such regular programs, the 
station interferes with Soviet radio pro
grams and butts in on radio conversa
tions between pilots of Red planes as 
they patrol over Germany. 

During maneuvers tank crews can 
listen to it _quite freely, and Radio Free 
Russia obligingly increases the number, 
of its "wild'' programs for their special 
benefit. 

Deserters from the Red army claim 
the programs are very effective because 
it is the only radio station that teaches 
the soldier what he has to do and how 
he has to act to protect himself from 
the MVD. 

The station is, of course, subject to 
Soviet jamming, but it changes frequen~ 
cies every 5 to 7 minutes, asking listeners 
to try to relocate it by tunirig. When it 
broadcasts on Soviet wavelengths, its 
main objective is to throw ln a slogan 
or a caustic remark during pauses in 
Soviet programs whenever it has a 
chance. 

Not overlooking any possibilities to 
ridicule the Soviet Government in the 
eyes of its slaves, NTS engages in a run
ning battle of :wits with the MVD. One 
of its most successful capers was pulled 
off when . the Soviet Government pur
chased a large well-advertised shipment 
of oranges from Italy. 

Underground agents of the NTS op
erating in Italy succeeded in placing 
artistically made imitation oranges con
taining propaganda leaflets in a number 
of the crates. 

When the oranges were unloaded in 
Russia and prepared for delivery to 
retailers, the MVD was informed of the 
trick. 

It immediately had all the crates 
opened and every orange cut in half. It 
bad the satisfaction of fishing out every 
single leaflet, but the population, instead 
of long-advertised oranges, received 
small quantities of juice. A -few grum:. 
bled, but the majority chuckled. Ru
mors travel rapidly in a country where 
all news is censored. · 

If only a small part of the "cloak and 
dagger" story I have related is true, there 
still remains ample evidence that revo
lutionary processes are developing in the 
Soviet world. 

These processes are a natural conse
quence of the ideological, political, so
cial, and economic bankruptcy of the 
Communist regime. Their development 
was inevitable; the. call of freedom is in 
the heart of every enslaved person and 
it is irresistible. 

In short, this is the great weakness of 
the Soviet regime that can be exploited 
by the free world to gain ultimate, final 
victory over Communist world aggres
sion. · 

Victory will not come easy, nor is it 
likely to come as quickly as many would 
like. The Soviet Government is still 
very strong and tenacious. It will fight 

C-723 

tooth and nail for survival. But there 
is hardly anything the Kremlin can do 
internally to win the real support of the 
oppressed population. 

On the other hand, many things can 
be done to encourage that populations' 
active resistance to the regime. The dis
semination of truth from the free world 
through the Iron Curtain to these people 
is basically no more than a technical 
problem which can be solved by funds, 
equipment, and courage. 

One of the most basic and important 
truths that we must convey to these peo..: 
pie is that we of the free world have nq 
quarrel with the Soviet people them-: 
selves-that our only objective is to free 
them from the tyranny that enslaves 
them and now threatens destruction of 
our own freedoms. 

There is but one conclusion to be 
reached from what I have placecj. before 
you: 

Under present circumstances, we can 
gain victory over Communist world ag
gression; we can gain that victory with"! 
out war; but only by channeling our most 
effective physical and moral support to 
expand the forces behind the Iron Ct.Jr
tain dedicated to the destruction of the 
Soviet regime from within. 

APPROPRIATIONS PROVIDE SOUND 
FARM PROGRAM-SOIL CONSER
VATION AND RESEARCH EMPHA
SIZED 
Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, this Con

gress, under the lead of President Eisen
hower, has done and is doing a job which 
will be approved by almost all farmers 
in south Jersey. 

The House passed the farm bill, which 
marks the beginning of a :flexible-sup
-port program, and the end, I hope, of 
the rigid program which has done great 
disservice to agriculture generally, and 
to our farmers in particular. 

I shall not here repeat the statement 
that I made to the House on July 1 in 
support of the amendment to start :flex
ible supports, and stop rigid supports, 
except to emphasize two paragraphs of 
that speech. I then said: 

There are many thousands of farmers who, 
of course, are directly benefited by this ap
parently eternal guaranty of prosperity, but 
what is overlooked is the fact that there are 
also many thousands of farmers who are not 
benefited at all. The gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. HESELTON] has called to 
your attention the situation with respect to 
New England farmers. I call your attention 
to the fact that the so-called basic com.:. 
modities in my State of New Jersey which 
benefit from the present program of high, 
rigid price supports represent 2 percent of 
the total cash receipts of farmers 1n our 
State. 

Of equal significance is that fact that our 
poultry, egg, and dairy farmers, who together 
represent 64 percent of the cash receipts in 
New Jersey, are not only not benefited, but 
are adversely affected by this program. The 
eggs that are sold in my district-one of the 
greatest egg-producing areas in this coun
try-have to seek their support in the mar~ 
ket place, while the grains that my egg pro
ducers have to buy are rigidly supported by 
artificially high ·prices. 

The New Jersey Taxpayers Association has 
urged my help to move Government away 
from rigid 90 percent support program and 

the tremendous waste it has built up in un
manageable surpluses. . 

I wish there was time to quote ·in full the 
analysis of this serious and growing problem 
which has been reported by the Council o! 
State Chambers of Commerce. 

The worst part of this rigid support pro
gram and the resultant pileup of farm sur
pluses is that, 11 it is continued, it will react 
most seriously against the farmer himself. 
The time will come when the American tax
payer and the American consumer will no 
longer tolerate a tax burden and the cost-of
living burden which is imposed by a pro
gram which was essentially an incentive for 
wartime production, and not a perpetual 
guaranty of profits for the huge wheat, corn, 
and cotton farmers at the expense of all the 
rest of us. 

I am convinced that the continuance of 
the 90 percent rigid program is bad for the 
Nation, and worse for the farmers and people 
of New Jersey, and I regret that it has been 
found wise even to compromise the issue. It 
should be met head-on, and we should revert, 
after too long a delay, to the flexible pro
gram which the Congress adopted 3 years 
ago. 

I propose, therefore, to support the com
promise embodied in the Harrison amend
ment with a little bit of reluctance. I would 
prefer to meet the issue directly, but I must 
remember that compromise is often the es
sence of reasonable legislation. 

That compromise passed, and I hope 
the Senate will come up soon with a bill 
as good or better. 

AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATIONS 
Today, however, I want to speak of 

another great help to our local farmers, 
and that is the wise and generous action 
of the Appropriations Committee and 
the Congress in dealing with money 
·needed for a sounJ program of aid to 
agriculture. 

On March ·10, I had the privilege of 
testifying before the House Committee 
on Agriculture Appropriations. I pre
sented to them the views as I understand 
them, of our local farmers and farm or
ganizations. I was ·received with great 
courtesy and consideration by the com
mittee. which approved our views. · 

Among other things, I protested the 
proposed reduction in field area offices. 
A part of my discussion with the chair
man follows: 

Mr. HAND. The third point that he makes 
is, and I think possibly this might be almost 
the most important, the proposed reduction 
in field area offices. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You are correct. It ts the 
most important. 

Mr. HAND. As I understand it, the proposal 
is to reduce the authorization from 326 to 
236. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Furthermore, the prop9sal 
is to increase the workload of each area of
fice, Mr. HAND, from about 10 district units 
to 14. Many of us feel that that will be too 
heavy a lo.ad. 

Mr. HAND. Yes, too heavy a load, and of 
course it does not effect too much saving. 
You might save some relit but I do not think 
you save too much staff 11 you are going to 
increase the staff. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. As you know, in any of 
these programs you can spread supervision 
so thin that it becomes ineffective. 

Mr. HAND. That is one of the problems we 
are facing in my own area right now. Tht;' 
supervision is good but it is spread too thin 
to be effective and we do not get the services 
of the experts that are sent down as m.uch 
as we should. So that they have -a grave 
question about that. They make the point 
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that there has been in the past a consider
able reduction in these field offices and they 
think it has been reduced about as much as 
it should be in order to continue with effec
tive service. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Just to complete the rec
ord, I might say that the budget before us, 
Mr. HAND, does not contain sufficient tnoney 
to sta1f these new soil-conservation districts 
which are to be brought into being m the 
next fiscal year. Now, we think that is a mis
take. We cannot expect the other soil-con
servation districts to continually loan their 
manpower to the job in these new districts. 
· Mr. HAND. From my limited knowledge, let 
me say I am in complete agreement with the 
chairman because it is on the level where the 
work is actually done that we must be care
ful to continue the work. That is correct. 

I discussed other phases of our prob
lems, including forestry service. 

I presented to the committee the state
ments of Dean Martin, of Rutgers, with 
respect to Federal support for research 
and extension work in New Jersey. 

I concluded with this observation: 
Mr. HAND. I want to add for the record 

very briefly that in the last 15 to 20 years, 
and perhaps I could limit it by saying the 
last 8 or 10 years, there has been an enor
mous change in agriculture in my area, and 
1t has been a change for the better. Pro
duction has been greatly increased. Farm 
practices have been greatly improved. I 
think to a large degree that has happened 
as a result of the work of the Soil Conserva
tion Service, and my people there are for it. 
They have taken advantage of it, and they 
want to continue to take advantage of it. 
Farms have been transformed from marginal 
farms that were making bare livings in many 
cases !or the individual farmer, to farms 
that now, though still small farms, family 
farms, largely, nevertheless have been trans
formed into great producers and producers 
of cash crops; largely for quick-freezing 
process. There has been a very gratifying 
increase in the prosperity of the farmer and 
in the practices that he has been using, and 
the increase in production is something 
which I feel very strongly ought to be as
sisted and encouraged by our farm program. 

Congressman MARSHALL, of Minne
sota, was good enough to say this: 

Mr. MARSHALL. I would like to say that I 
had the opportunity of visiting Mr. HAND's 
district last year with the Agriculture Com
mittee and I saw some farm practices car
ried on in your district that I thought were 
fine examples of conservation. I was taken 
with some of the farming practices I saw 
in your district. 

To sum up, the committee and the 
Congress passed an appropriation bill 
which I think is the most satisfactory 
bill for south Jersey that we have had. 

EGGS 

On this date-July 20---our great egg
producing area is su1Iering from a very 
unfavorable egg-feed ratio. Prices of 
eggs are low, and feed is high. This is 
partly caused by the rigid supports for 
wheat and com which we are going to 
correct. 

Production of eggs and poultry, vege
tables and fruits, are basic to our whole 
south Jersey economy. Eggs are prob
ably the biggest cash crop in our state, 
running last year to $130 million. I 
have thus been greatly concerned with 
the present conditions in the egg mar
ket, which I hope will soon improve, as 
our Department of Agriculture believes. 

Not long ago I visited with a com
mittee of producers in Vineland, who 
felt that the best immediate remedy 
would be the introduction to our markets 
of surplus feeds from Commodity Credit 
Corporation. 

Accordingly, after further discussions, 
which included other Congressmen 
whose districts were affected, and with 
Chairman HoPE, of the House Agricul1 
ture Committee, I had a long and pleas
ant conference with J. A. McConnell, the 
Administrator of the Commodity Stabi
lization Service. I found him fully in
formed on our problems and completely 
sympathetic. He himself is the operator 
of a 7,000-bird farm. 

I asked him to put in writing his pres
ent views on what has been done, is be
ing done, and can be done to be helpful. 
He promptly did so, and his statement 
follows: 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

COMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., July 15, 1954. 

Hon. T. MILLET HAND, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HAND: Yesterday you 
called my attention to the difficulties being 
encountered by the poultrymen in your area 
due to the low price of eggs and the high 
cost of operations, including feed. I am 
quite aware of the facts which you set forth. 

There is a belief on the part of the poul
trymen that the high cost of feed is asso
ciated with the Government acquiring great 
stocks of feed grains under the support pro
gram. Since the storage facilities of the 
country are bulging with grain it seems to 
poultrymen, who have no support, that we 
should find some way to release grains to 
relieve this high-cost feed situation. 

I have before me figures showing that on 
July 10 the value of a case of eggs over feed 
costs is $2.95. A year ago it was $7.58. The 
beginning and the end of the present situa
tion is contained in these figures. Under 
favorable egg prices, poultrymen of the Na
tion expanded production. It was inevitable 
that some adjustment would have to come 
about through lower-priced eggs. This is 
occurring. The feed ratio has been even 
more unfavorable than the present during 
the past few weeks. 

It has been obvious for some time that 
this condition was going to come about. 
The Department has to the extent possible 
in its disposal program, tried to recognize 
this situation and tried to help it as far as 
possible within the law. For instance: (1) 
We had great surpluses of dried milk fit for 
human consumption. We have put on a 
disposal program running to August 31 of 
this year which makes this highly desirable 
feed product available to the poultry and 
animal industry. (2) We are disposing of 
about 170 million bushels of 1948 and 1949 
corn stored in Government warehouses, 
mostly in the Midwest. It is true that this 
particular corn might not get to the eastern 
seaboard but it certainly had the effect of 
keeping the price of corn stable at around 
present levels. Stocks of corn in the free 
market would have otherwise been very 
scarce. 

One of the reasons for the very high price 
of poultry rations was the very short crop 
of soy beans last year, plus the heavy exports 
which took place. This resulted in soy-bean 
meal, a main product in poultry rations, 
going to very high prices. The release of 
the dried milk knocked the price of soy
bean meal down about $20 per ton and has 
pretty well stabilized it so far. There is still 
plenty of dried milk that can be used until 
August 81. 

We have also sold into the domestic market 
off-grade wheat supplies for feed purposes 
which have amounted to a very consider~ble 
amount. 

I realize that all this does not help the 
poultrymen at the present moment, except 
that the condition would have been much 
worse if we had not done it. I know of no 
legal way in which we can divert Government 
stocks of grain into any particular area or 
even to the whole country under the present 
law unless those stocks can be declared out 
of condition. So far we have declared out of 
condition everything that can be properly 
classified as such. I am earnestly looking 
to see if there is anything more that can 
be done here on the east coast, but I am 
afraid that I can hold out very little hope 
in this direction. 

In the meantime, there are some things 
which are hopeful. It looks like a bumper 
soy-bean crop is in prospect of being grown. 
With a plentiful crop and lower support 
prices, it should result in very much lower 
priced protein supplements. We also have 
bumper crops of all the feed grains. I can't 
see but what there will be considerable effect 
on feed prices this fall-probably within the 
next 45 to 60 days. 

There is also every indication that the 
egg price will improve somewhat from this 
present level. Six to eight cents a dozen 
would give quite a different aspect to this 
situation. 

If I can find anything more we can do 
within the law, I will advise you. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. A. McCoNNELL, 

Administrator. 

Mr. Speaker, if there is not a healthy 
adjustment-and I hope there will be
we shall have to deal vigorously with this 
problem. 

FARM PROSPERITY A MUST 
Given good weather conditions from 

now on in, our farmers generally should 
have a good year. It is essential to the 
prosperity of all of us that farm income 
should be reasonably stable. 

I am satisfied, however, that so far 
as legislation is concerned, this Congress 
has done a good job, which will prove to 
be of real benefit. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Armed Services may have until mid
night tonight to file a report on S. 3458. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from nu
nois? 

There was no objection. 

APPOINTMENT OF OFFICERS OF 
THE REGULAR NAVY AND MARINE 
CORPS 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

the conference report on the bill <H. R. 
6725> to reenact the authority for the 
appointment of certain officers of the 
Regular Navy and Marine Corps, and 
ask unanimous consent that the state
ment of the managers on the part of the 
House be read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
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The conference report and statement 

are as follows: 

CoNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 2432) 
The committee of conference on the disa

greeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H; R. 
6725) to reenact the authority · for the ap
pointment of certain officers of the Regular 
Navy and Marine Corps, having met after 
full and free conference, have agreed to rec
ommend and do·recommend to their respec
tlve Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ment.-: numbered 1 and 2. 

L. C. .ARENDS, 
PAbL w. SHAFER, 
LERoY JoHNsoN, 
JAMES E. VANZANDT, 
CARL VINSON, 
PAUL J. KILDAY, 
L. MENDEL RIVERS, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, 
FRANCIS CASE, 
JAMES H. DUFP', 
JOHN C. STENNIS, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

STATEMENT 
The managers on the part of the House 

at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 6725) to ex
tend the authority for the appointment of 
certain officers in tbe Regular Navy and 
Marine Corps, submit the following state-. 
ment in explanation of the effect of the ac
tion agreed upon by the conferees and recom
mended 'in the accompanying conference re
port: 

The first section of the Senate amendment 
would have empowered the Board for the 
Correction of Naval Records to review the 
case ·Of nonpromotion of any officer holding 
the rank <>f commander- in the Regular Navy, 
active or retired, or lieutenant colonel in 
the Regular Marine Corps, active or reti,red, 
that occurred under the wartime panel sys7 
tern of promotion in the Regular Navy or 
Regular Marine Corps between January 1, 
1942, and August 7, 1947, inclusive, and to 
recommend appropriate advancement in 
grade or rank if there was in the opinion of 
the Board, any error, administrative delay, 
oversight, or injustice that caused the officer 
concerned to fail of an advancement in grade 
or rank which would otherwise have been 
made. The officer concerned would have 
been required to request such a review within 
6 months of the date of approval of the act. 
In the case of an officer below the grade of 
eommander or lieutenant colonel, the Board 
for the Correction of Naval Records, or such 
other appropriate board or . boards as may 
have been appointed or designated by the 
Secretary of the Navy would have been au
thorized to function in the same manner 
and for the same purposes as in the case of 
commanders or lieutenant colonels. The 
President would have been authorized to 
submit to the Senate the name of any officer 
recommended by the Board for promotion to 
a higher grade while any advancement with
in grade recommended by the Board would 
have been effected forthwith by the Secre
tary of the Navy. No advancements to 
grades higher -than captain or colonel were 
authorized. The pay and allowances of an 
officer who was advanced would have been 
based upon the grade or rank to which ad
vanced and would have been computed from 
the date when he would have been advanced 
in normal course but for the error, adminis
trative -delay, oversight, or injustice which 
caused him to fail of advancement. 

Section 2 of the amendment, in effect, 
woUld have authorized the promotion to -the 
grade of captain of two retired commanders, 

United States Navy, who met either of· two
detailed sets or qualifications, and would 
have given them, retroactively, pay and al
lowances based on the grade of captain, com
puted from the date the officers next junior 
to them were promoted to captain. 

The Senate receded from its amendment 
to the House bill. 

The House managers were of the opinion 
that the Senate amendment, if enacted into 
law, would establish a precedent which 
might well impugn the integrity of the en
tire Navy and Marine Corps promotion sys
tem. While the amendment applied only 
to the panel system which operated during 
World War II. it might well be used as a 
basis for seeking similar reviews for officers 
who have failed or will fail of selection under 
the 1947 Officer Personnel Act. 

The amendment would also have auto
matically promoted two officers who failed 
of promotion during World War II. 

The House managers can find no present 
justification for the enactment of legisla
tion which by its terms would result in the 
automatic promotion of two officers to the 
grade of captain with pay retroactive to the 
date that officers junior to them were pro
moted to the grade of captain. Such action 
would of course establish a precedent for 
many similar bills thus creating a review sys
tem in the Congress which could only have 
the effect of undermining the objectivity 
and finality of the promotion systems estab
lished for each of the arme~ services. To 
overcome ~his objection, there must be clear, 
undisputed evidence of substantial error and 
injustice. 

L. C. ARENDS, 
PAUL W. SHAFER, 
LEROY JOHNSON, 
JAMES E. VAN ZANDT, 
CARL VINSON, 
PAUL J. KILDAY, 
L. MENDEL RIVERS, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the conference 
report. 
· The :Previous question was ordered. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the RECORD, or tore
vise and extend remarks was granted to: 

Mr. REED of New York and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. JENKINs and to include additional 
matter. 

Mr. SIEMINSKI in three instances. 
Mr. SHELLEY in three instances and to 

include with his remarks certain addi
tional matter. 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. 
Mr. PRICE. 
Mr. YORTY. 
Mr. HESELTON to revise and extend the 

remarks he made in the Committee of
the Whole today and to include extrane
ous matter. 

Mr. LIPSCOMB. 
Mr. ·DoNOHUE and to include extrane

ous matter. 

ENROLLED Bll..LS SIGNED 
Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 

on House Admillistratfon, reported that_ 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills and a joint- r-esolu
tion of the House of the following titles, 

which were thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H. R . 4854. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Interior to construct, operate, 
and maintain the irrigation works compris
ing the Foster Creek division of the Chief 
Joseph Dam project, Washington; 

H. R. 6725. An act to reenact the authority 
for the appointment of certain officers of the 
RegUlar Navy and Marine Corps; 

B. R. 6788. An act to authorize the Sec
retary of Agriculture to cooperate with 
States and local agencies in the planning 
and carrying out of works of improvement 
for soil conservation, and for other pur
poses; 

H. R. 7434. An act to establish a National 
Advisory Committee on Education; 

H. R. 7601. An act to provide for a White 
House Conference on Education; 

H. R. 8571. An act to authorize the con
struction of naval vessels, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 9040. An act to authorize cooperative 
research in education; and 

H. J. Res. 534. Joint resolution to author
ize the Secretary of Commerce to sell certain 
war-built passenger-cargo vessels, and for 
other purposes. 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 252. An act to permit all civil actions 
against the United States for recovery of 
taxes erroneously or illegally assessed or col
lected to be brought in the district courts 
wit-h right of trial by jury; 

S. 2380. An act to amend the Mineral Leas
ing Act of February 25, 1920, as amended; 

S. 2381. An act to amend section 27 of the 
Mineral Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, 
as amended, in order to promote the de
velopment of oil and gas on the public do
main; and 

S. 2759. An act to amend the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Act so as to promote and 
assist in the extension and improvement of 
vocationa.l rehabilitation services, provide 
for a more effective use of available Federal . 
funds, and otherwise improve the provisions 
of th.a.t act, and for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; according

ly ' (at 6 o'clock and 4 minutes p. m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until tomorrow, Friday, July 23, 
1954, at 10 o'clock a. m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 

communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

1761. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of AgricUlture, transmitting the report on 
cooperation of the United States with Mexico 
in the control and eradication of foot-and
mouth disease for the month of May 1954, 
pursuant to Public Law 8, 80th Congress; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

1762. A letter from the Under Secretary of 
the Navy, transmitting a report of the num
ber of professors and instructors and the 
amount of compensation for each employed 
by the United States Naval Postgraduate 
School during the fiscal year 1954, pursuant 
to section 3 of Public Law 303, 80th Congress; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

1763. A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of t:he Navy, transmitting a draft of legisla
tion entitled "A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
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standards Act of 1938, as amended"; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

1764. A letter from the Acting Comptroller 
General of the United States, transmitting a 
report on audit of Rural Electrification Ad
ministration, Department of Agriculture, for 
the fiscal years ended June 30, 1951 and 1952, 
pursuant to the Budget and Accounting Act, 
1921 (31 U.s. c. 53), and the Accounting and 
Auditing Act of 1950 (31 U. S. C. 67); to the 
C.ommittee on Government Operations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB· 
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of ru1e XTII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 
· Mr. JACKSON: Committee on Foreign 

Affairs. Report pursuant to House Resolu
tion 113 pertaining to Latin American 
technical cooperation; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2442). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H. R. 5301. A 
b111 to amend and supplement the reclama
tion laws to provide for Federal cooperation 
in non-Federal projects, and for other pur
poses; with amendment (Rept. No. 2443). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. HINSHAW: Committee . on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. S. 541. An act to 
extend detention benefits under the War 
Claims Act of 1948 to employees of con
tractors with the United States; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 2444). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. ALLEN of Dlinois: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 660. Resolution 
for consideration of H. R. 7840, a bill to 
amend the Railroad Retirement Act, the 
Railroad Retirement Tax Act, and the Rail
road Unemployment Insurance Act; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2445). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 661. Resolution 
for consideration of H. R. 9434, a bill to 
amend section 216 (b) of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, as amended, to provide for 
the maintenance of the Merchant Marine 
Academy; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2446). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. ALLEN of Dlinois: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 662. Resolution 
for consideration of H. R. 9924, a bill to pro
vide for family quarters for personnel of the 
military departments of the Department of 
Defense and their dependents, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2447). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. TOLLEFSON: Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. H. R. 9115. A bill 
to provide that contributions received un
der Public Law 485, BOth Congress, for the 
construction of a merchant marine chapel 
shall be invested in Government obligations 
pending their use for such construction; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2448). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. TOLLEFSON: Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. H. R. 9584. A bill 
to protect the rights of vessels of the United 
States on the high seas and in territorial 
waters of foreign countries; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 2449). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. TOLLEFSON: Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. H. R. 9987. A bill to 
amend certain provisions of title XI of, the 

Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended, to 
facilitate private financing of new ship con
struction, and fQr other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2450)". Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. mNSHAW: Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. S. 2420. An act to 
amend section 32 of the Trading With the 
Enemy Act, as amended; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 2451). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan: Committee 
on Government Operations. H. R. 9406. A 
bill to provide for the conveyance of certain 
real property to the town of Beaufort, N. C.; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2452). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. REED of New York: Committee on 
Ways and Means. H. R. 10009. A bill to pro
vide for the review of customs tariff sched
ules, to improve procedures for the tariff 
classification of unenumerated articles, to 
repeal or amend obsolete provisions of the 
customs laws, and for other purposes; with
out amendment (Rept. No. 2453). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. REES of Kansas: Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. S. 2665. An act 
to amend the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, and the Federal Employees Pay 
Act of 1945, as amended, and for other pur
poses; with amendment (Rept. No. 2454). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADDONIZIO: 
H . R. 9997. A bill to amend the Tariff Act 

of 1930 to provide that the value of imported 
hops shall be computed, for purposes of 
determining the applicable rate of duty 
thereon, as of the date of purchase; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BATES: 
H. R. 9998. A b111 to amend the Tariff Act 

of 1930 with respect to the duties applicable 
to certain prepared fish; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BEAMER: 
H. R. 9999. A bill to amend the Railroad 

Retirement Act to provide that the annuity 
of the widow of a deceased employee shall 
not be reduced on account of any benefits 
to which she may be entitled under the 
Social Security Act; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. REED of Illinois: 
H. R. 10000. A blll to amend section 284 of 

title 18 of the United States Code relating to 
representational activities of former em
ployees; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BERRY: 
H. R. 10001. A bill to change the name of 

the Fort Randall Reservoir in the State of 
South Dakota to "Lake Evans"; to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

H. R. 10002. A bill to provide for the erec· 
tion of a monument to Chief Red Cloud on 
the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. DONOHUE: 
H. R. 10003. A bill granting the consent of 

Congress to certain New England States to 
enter into a compact relating to higher edu
cation in the New England States and estab
lishing the New England Board of Higher 
Education; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

H. R. 10004. A bill to provide for emergency 
Federal :financial assistance to the States 

and Territories In the construction of public 
elementary and secondary school facilities 
urgently needed because of overcrowding, 
and to encourage full and efficient use of 
State and local resources in meeting school 
construction needs, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN: 
H . R.10005. A bill to amend section 112 (b) 

(7) of the Internal Revenue Code relating 
to the making and filing of elections; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JENKINS: . 
H. R. 10006. A bill to amend section 421 (d) 

(1) (D) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LIPSCOMB: 
H. R. 10007. A bill to authorize the Sec

retary of the Treasury to prescribe regula
tions relating to the qualifications of per
sons who assist taxpayers in the determina
tion of their Federal tax liability, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. MATTHEWS: 
H. R. 10008. A bill to provide that checks 

for benefits provided by laws administered 
by the Administrator of Veterans• Affairs may 
be forwarded to the addressee in certain 
cases; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin: 
H. R. 10009. A bill to provide for the review 

of customs tariff schedules, to improve pro
cedures for the tariff classification of un
enumerated articles, to repeal or amend ob
solete provisions of the customs laws, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GARMATZ: 
H. R. 10010. A bill to amend title 9, United 

States Code, entitled "Arbitration," so as to 
provide for correction of defects and omis
sions in the present law regulating arbitra
tion, for judicial review of questions of law 
arising in arbitration proceedings, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MARTIN of Iowa: 
H. R. 10011. A bill to amend section 112 

(f) of the Internal Revenue Code to provide 
that the sale of cattle necessitated by 
drought conditions shall be deem~d an in
voluntary conversion of property; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. O'NEILL: 
H. R. 10012. A bill to amend section 201 

of the Immigration and Nationality Act, so 
as to provide that all quota numbers not 
used in any year shall be made available to 
immigrants in oversubscribed areas in the 
following year, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 10013. A bill to admit 50,000 immi
grants, natives and citizens of Italy; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania: 
H. R. 10014. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1939 with respect to deduc
tions from gross income of amounts con
tributed to employees trusts; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BUDGE: 
H. J. Res. 567. Joint resolution establish

ing a joint congressional committee to study 
yield insurance programs for certain agri
cultural commodities; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON: 
H . Con. Res. 261. Concurrent resolution 

expressing the sense of the Congress with 
respect to the control of atomic energy and 
its derivatives; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MACHROWICZ: 
H. Res. 663. Resolution to atnrm the Amer

Ican people's opposition to the Communist 
enslavement of Poland and other captive na
tions; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
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PRIV~TE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bilis and resollitions were introduced · 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CRETELLA: 
H. R. 10015. A bill for the .relief of Nicola 

Teodosio; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. DORN of New York: 
H. R. 10016. A bill for the relief of Edward 

L. Raymond; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. FORRESTER: 
H. R. 10017. A bill for the relief of Willia:ey1 

T. Dorminy; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. HOWELL: 
H. R. 10018. A bill for the relief of Hon

orato Carlos Dizon; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H. R. 10019. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Elizabeth Goodall; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

·By Mr. KILD~:Y: · 
H. R. 10020. A bill for the relief of Sister 

M. Conleith, Ellen Agnes Cousins; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KLEIN: 
H. R. 10021. A bill for the relief of Zeynep 

Hesna Turkkan; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. PffiLLIPS: 
H. R. 10022.- A bill for the relief of Ar- · 

mando Alfaro-Arciniega; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHELLEY: 
H. R. 10023. A bill for the relief of . Mrs. 

Lina Gemora Ray; to the Committee on t~e 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 10024. A bill for the relief of Salva
dor Guillermo Chofre, Mercedes Viray Chofre 
and Miguel Jesus Chofre; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 10025. A bill for the relief of Pablo 
Ruiz de Alda, Maria Dolores Gomez Ruiz de 
Alda, Ana Maria Ruiz de Alda, and Antonio 
Ruiz de Alda; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Louisiana: 
H. R. 10026. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Esther Reed Marcantel to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. · 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON (by request): 
H. R. 10027. A bill to authorize the Presi

dent to place Paul A. Smith, a commissioned · 
officer of . the Coast and Geodetic Survey, 
on the retired list, in the grade of rear ad
miral (lower half) in the Coast and Geo
detic Survey, at the time of his retirement, 
with entitlement to all benefits pertaining 
to any officer retired in such grade; to the 
Committee on Merchant .Marine and . 
Fisheries. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of. rule XXII, 
1113. The SPEAKER presented a petition 

of the president, National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association, Wausau, Wis., urg
ing the clarification and satisfactory amend
ing of the bills H. R. 9757 and S. 3690, which 
was referred to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy . 

. EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Need Eor Government Support Eor Mer
chant Marine and Shipbuilding 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN F. SHELLEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 22, 1954 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, debate 
on the Wigglesworth amendment to the 
supplemental appropriation bill which 
passed the House on July 20 showed that 
there is a great lack of understanding on 
the part of many Members of the House 
regarding the basic facts about the 
American maritime industry. The de
bate also showed a lack of knowledge 
concerning the laws which Congress has 
passed to give support to our merchant 
marine and our shipbuilding industry, 
and the reasons why those laws are 
necessary from a purely selfish stand
point-selfish on the part of the Ameri
can people as distinguished from the 
maritime industry itself. The ignorance 
which was displayed on the :floor of the 
House while we debated the wisdom of 
putting shipbuilding funds back in the 
bill would be pardonable in the average 
American. But it seems to me that those 
who are legislating on these matters in 
appropriations bills, if they are _not con
tent to accept the judgment of the House 
committees having jurisdiction, should 
be more familiar with the problems with 
which they are dealing and with the his
tory and purpose of the Merchant Ma
rine Act of 1936 in providing at least a 
partial solution to those problems. The 
frequent references to ''boondoggling" 
which we heard applied to the vital Gov
ernment supported shipbuilding pro
gram prove that this familiarity is. lack
ing. For that reason I have decided to 
insert in the RECORD a series of remarks 
reviewing- certain phases of our ship
building history and intended to show 

that the dollars we appropriate to build 
ships are far from wasted, but are ·actu
ally a sound and necessary investment 
for the Government and for the Ameri
can people. I trust that the points I 
bring out will have educational value, 
will perhaps persuade some of my col
leagues that when similar requests for 
funds are brought to the House in the 
future . they should. think twice before 
opposing them. 

Typical of the many loose statements 
we have heard in the debate on the sup
plemental appropriation bill, Mr. Speak
er, was the remark that neither the A. F. 
of L. or the CIO supported these ship
building fund requests. I know person
ally that nothing could be further from 
the truth and that the major unions 
from both organizations whose members 
are employed in the shipyards or related 
fields have consistently supported these 
appropriations and have reiterated t;hat 
position in connection with the bill we 
just amended. In fact, President Meany, 
of the A. F. of L., and President Reuther, 
of the CIO, have asked for the program 
in addition to the shipyard unions. 

The ship construction differential sub
sidy provisions of the Merchant Marine 
Act of 1936 were enacted for the very 
sound reason that the experience of 
many years had proved beyond doubt 
that the American shipping industry by 
itself could not afford to have ships built 
in American shipyards, in competition 
with low-cost foreign yards. We had 
spent $2% billion during the World War 
I period in a hurried and confused effort 
to rebuild a shipbuilding industry which 
had been allowed to die in the late 19th 
and early 20th centuries. Despite that 
$2% billi.on we were unable to get any 
new vessels off the ways in time to help 
win that war-concrete proof that the 
few millions we are asked to spend now 
to preserve the industry are not wasted. 
With a large :fleet of vessels on our hands 
after World War I, the tardy product of 
the war effort, it was not until the thir
ties that the growing obsolescence of 

that :fleet forced a hard look at our en
tire maritime industry on the part of 
Congress, although some legislative at
tempts had been made in the meantime 
to encourage private construction of 
ships with little result. The Merchant · 
Marine Act of 1936 was the result of 
several years of study by congressional 
committees. Results since that time 
have proved its value beyond question, 
especially in that, although the ship
building program it provided hardly had 
time to get under way before World War 
II was upon us, by the date of Pearl 
Harbor the subsidized shipping lines had 
146 vessels built or building under its 
provisions which were quickly requisi
tioned by the Government. The so
called Harvard report prepared in 1945 
for the United States Navy and the Mari
time Commission stated: 

Because of the 1936 Merchant Marine Act, 
the United States had both a nucleus of -
modern merchant vessels before the disaster 
at Pearl Harbor in December 1941 and the 
machinery for greatly expanding ship pro
duction to meet the extraordinary require
ments of World War n. 

So this "boondoggling," as we have 
heard it called, was a major instrument 
in preventing a far greater disaster than 
Pearl Harbor-the possible loss of the 
war for lack of shipping in its early 
stages. Twelve billion dollars was spent 
by the United States Government during 
the war for construction of commercial
type vessels, and for putting up and 
restoring the shipyards in which to build 
them. We not only had to build ships in 
a hurry, but because of our improvidence 
in between wars many of _our existing 
shipyards were in such a state of decay 
that they could not be quickly rehabili
tated, and we had to funnel hundreds of 
millions of dollars into creating new 
yards on all coasts and on the Great 
Lakes to get ship construction going in 
the fastest possible time. Had our ship
yards been more active during the pre
war years, and had we spent a little 
money to keep more of the yards on 
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minimum production schedules to pre
vent their rusting away and to keep 
modern ships coming off the ways, it has 
been estimated that as much as $8.5 bil
lion of the $12 billion spent during the 
war years might have been saved. Sky
rocketing costs, shortages of rna terial 
and labor, and lack of a nucleus of 
trained shipbuilders all contributed to 
the tremendous loss of time and money 
resulting from our unpreparedness. 

Certainly if we had any common sense 
we would not let that happen again. 
But those who talk now of Government
supported shipbuilding programs as 
"appalling waste" or as a WPA program 
should learn that our private shipyards 
now have less than half as many people 
employed as they did in 1941. Our war
built fleet is obsolescent in economic 
terms and is actually obsolete when we 
consider a possible wartime need for 
fast modern vessels to evade the huge 
fleet of Russian submarines. Remem
bering the lessons of World Wars I and 
II, it seems to me that if we have any 
regard at all for our national security, 
we should be doing everything possible 
to encourage private shipping operators 
to build new and modern ships under the 
1936 act provisions rather than refusing 
to honor the Government's contractual 
obligations to help them do so. 

As I have said, the ship-construction 
program under the act had hardly begun 
when World War II began and the Gov
ernment took over the entire shipping 
industry, thus suspending the act for 
the war period. At the same time all of 
the resources of the shipbuilding indus
try were diverted to the Government's 
shipbuilding needs and large new ship
yards were hurriedly built for Govern
ment account, involving the tremen
dous additional expense I have men
tioned. It was not until 1947 that the 
Government permitted our shipping 
lines to get back into something ap
proaching a normal peacetime opera
tion, and again gave the ship-construc
tion features of the Merchant Marine 
Act a chance to work. 

In the immediate postwar years new 
construction was not a vital problem 
since the war-built fleet was in process 
of being sold or placed in our reserve 
fleet. Ships which had been requisi
tioned from private shipping lines were 
being reconverted for peacetime use and 
returned to their owners. Many such 
vessels had been lost through enemy ac
tion and were replaced by their equiva
lent from the war-built fleet. This de
layed demobilization incidentally cost 
the shipping industry tens of millions 
of dollars in postwar profits which 
might have been realized had they been 
allowed to function freely. 

In view of the above facts, Mr. Speak
er, those who have severely criticized 
the provisions of the Merchant Marine 
Act of 1936 regarding Government sup
port for shipbuilding programs, and have 
taken cracks at the cost to the Govern
ment of some of the ships which have 
been built, should bear in mind that the 
act has been in actual operation for only 
a few prewar and postwar years. The 
ships built before the war and building 
at the time of Pearl Harbor saved the 
United States Government so much in 

terms of dollars and cents alone that it 
is fantastic to question the value re
ceived for the few dollars spent by the 
Government in their construction. It 
has been estimated that the availability 
of these vessels to the Government dur
ing the war saved us $500 million in 
charter costs alone. Up until December 
21, 1952, the total subsidy liability o-f 
the Government on the 247 ships con
structed and sold under construction
differential subsidy provisions of the act 
during the entire period of its existence 
amounted to only approximately $425 
million. This includes both prewar and 
postwar vessels. As of December 31, 
1951, the net cost to the Government, 
taking into account wartime requisition
ing of vessels, amounted to only $88,-
311,326. This is surely a small price to 
have paid for the immeasurable advan
tages the ships gave us. On vessels built 
since the war a great deal of criticism 
has been leveled at the amounts the Gov
ernment paid for aiding in the construc
tion of the three great passenger liners, 
the United States, the Independence, and 
the Constitution. As I pointed out the 
other day lack of such troop-carrying 
vessels during the war cost us tremen
dous sums of money in payments to our 
allies for use of their vessels for that 
purpose. We now have those vessels 
available for that essential service. The 
only objection which can legitimately be 
raised on this score is that more of them 
have not been built, which brings me to 
the issue of construction of the four pas
senger-cargo ships for Grace Lines and 
Moore-McCormack. 

While the funds for these vessels have 
now been voted by the House over the 
objections of the leadership of the Ap
propriations Committee, it is disturbing 
to me and I am sure it is disturbing to 
the industry that the committee major
ity apparently does not recognize the 
vital importance of this construction to 
the national defense, nor do they recog
nize the legal and contractual obligation 
of the United States Government to aid 
in the construction of these ships. Op
erating-differential subsidy contracts 
with the Government, under which the 
lines operate the ships which these ves
sels are designed to replace, require that 
the companies must replace them when 
they reach 20 years of age. These con
tracts were signed under authority of 
several sections .of ·titles V and VI of the 
Merchant Marine Act requiring replace
ment of overage ships. All of the vessels 
to be replaced are well over that age. 
For well over 2 years the 2 companies 
concerned have been seeking to get the 
Government through the Maritime Ad
ministration to comply with the legal re
quirements and sign contracts for 
construction of the replacement ves
sels with the aid . of construction
differential subsidy funds. The act 
requires that new ships be built 
to replace 20-year-old vessels for 2 
reasons. First, continued operation of 
obsolete vessels is bound to be ine:fficient 
and costly. Such operation would in
crease the costs to the Government of 
operating-differential subsidies. Sec
ond, and more important from our point 
of view, the entire purpose of the Mer
chant Marine Act is to keep available to 

the United States for national sec'!lrity 
reasons a self -sufiicient fleet' of modern 
vessels for possible wartime use. Keep
ing 20- or 25-year-old vessels on the seas 
does not serve that purpose. Construe- . 
tion of new vessels does, and serves the 
additional purpose of keeping shipyards 
activated for further construction and 
expansion if and when the wartime need 
arises. The framers of the act knew 
what they were doing when those re
quirements were written. It is unfor
tunate that we must now fight to put 
the provisions into effect whenever ex
penditure of a few dollars is involved. I 
trust that the Members of the House who 
have opposed these · expenditures in the 
well intentioned belief that they are 
serving the cause of economy by ·so doing 
will give some consideration to the 
thoughts I have expressed here so that in 
the future they will be more sympathetic 
to ship construction money requests. 

Mr. Speaker, I expect to insert into 
the RECORD in the near future additional 
remarks on the purposes and operation 
of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936. In 
so doing I will attempt to answer criti
cism of the manner in which other pro
visions have operated. I will appreciate 
the attention of the Members to those 
future remarks in the interest of pre
serving and restoring the vital fourth . 
arm of our national defense-the 
American merchant marine. 

One Hundred Years of Service 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ALFRED D. SIEMINSKI 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 22, 1954 

Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to note the forthcoming 100th 
anniversary of the founding of St. Mary's 
Roman Catholic Church in Jersey City, 
N.J. 

St. Mary's has served the downtown 
section of Jersey City for all of these 
100 years. It has nurtured and guided 
great men. It has developed thousands 
of wonderful Americans. It has given 
to four wars, noble and courageous sons. 

St. Mary's is the first church in Amer
ica that was dedicated to the dogma of 
the Immaculate Conception of the 
Blessed Virgin Mary, and on December 8, 
1954, its wonderful parishioners and old 
friends will celebrate this anniversary. 
They have much in common during the 
close of this Marian Year. 

St. Mary's was the first church in Jer
sey City to found a hospital, long before 
any municipal hospitals ever existed, and 
strangely enough the first 50 patients 
were orphans of Union soldiers during 
the Civil War. 

The pastors and clergy that have 
served St. Mary's have been wonderful 
men richly endowed and dedicated for 
God's service. The heritage that has 
been left to those who remain is one of 
service and dedication to God. 

Today the pastor of St. Mary's is the 
Reverend John Henry Byrne, a man like 



1954 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE - 11499 
his predecessors, humble and assisting, 
always. 

That God may continue to shower His 
blessings on St. Mary's faithful clergy 
and parishioners is the wish of all of us 
"rho know of the service His church has 
given to the people of Jersey City. 

What the Veterans' Administration Means 
to Local Communities 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. THOMAS A. JENKINS 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 22, 1954 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, the Ad
ministrator of the Veterans' Administra
tion, Harvey V. Higley, issued a statement 
which shows the important part the Vet
erans' Administration plays in the eco
nomic life of virtually every community 
in the State of Ohio. 

The facts are so significant that this 
information should be of interest to the 
veterans and other citizens of Ohio, and 
to the people, generally. Under leave to 
extend my remarks, I want to review 
what he has to say. 

Mr. Higley said approximately 95 cents 
of every tax dollar that the Veterans' 
Administration receives in any year goes 
back to the local communities in the 
form of cash or other benefits to veter
ans, their widows, or orphaned children. 

The remaining 5 cents goes for the 
cost of administering Veterans' Admin
istration. It is paid out in salaries and 
other expenses that are necessary to dis
tribute the 95 cents in direct and indi
rect benefits to veterans or their depend
ents. 

Mr. Higley said that because most of 
VA's employees work and live in local 
communities across the Nation, the sal
aries they receive from the 5-cent cost 
of operation are spent locally and there
by benefit the communities directly. 

In the last year for which the Vet
erans' Administration has figures-July 
1, 1952, to June 30, 1953-the State of 
Ohio received $199,600,000 in direct and 
indirect benefits to veterans or their 
dependents. That does not include cer
tain life-insurance payments and a few 
other expenditures of a minor nature 
which cannot be broken down by States. 

Of this amount, $123,600,000 was paid 
in cash to 177,000 living veterans or de
pendents of deceased veterans in the 
form of compensation or pension pay
ments. 

The remainder covered such benefits 
as GI bill education or training, voca
tional rehabilitation for the disabled, 
hospitalization, medical care, death in
demnity, burial benefits, and the like. 

Mr. Higley said the Veterans' Admin
istration benefits the local communities 
of Ohio in another way. The GI loan 
program, he said, has brought the State 
of Ohio and its local communities many 
tax dollars in the 169,500 GI home loans 
totaling over $1,156,000,000 made to date. 

The GI bill education and training 
program also has made its contribution 

to the general welfare of Ohio's local 
communities, Mr. Higley said. He ex
plained this program not only has raised 
the general educational level of each 
community, it also · has increased the 
taxes that GI bill trainees are paying 
from the higher earning power result
ing from their training, according to a 
Census Bureau study. 

The Veterans' Administration medical 
program, while of direct benefit only to 
veterans, has been recognized and is still 
being recognized for its contribution to 
the improved standards of medical care 
everywhere, Mr. Higley said. 

In the treatment of tuberculosis alone, 
Mr. Higley added, VA has played an out
standing part in reducing the Nation's 
TB death rate since the end of World 
War II. 

In short-

Mr. Higley said-
the Veterans' Administration is your good 
neighbor in every aspect of your community 
life-economically, educationally, medically, 
and taxwise. 

But Not Ireland 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN F. SHELLEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 22, 1954 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, an edi- · 
torial recently appeared in the San 
Francisco Examiner commenting on the 
attitude of Sir Winston Churchill toward 
the application of his statement that free 
peoples. divided against their , wills, 
should have free elections to regain their 
unity. Mr. Churchill made it very plain 
that Ireland was not included. Hence 
I ask, "and why not Ireland?" 

The London Parliament divided Ire
land in 1920, although it was opposed 
by the entire population of Ireland at 
that time. The partitioning of Ireland 
has been the pattern used in partition
ing Germany, Austria, Korea, and now 
Vietnam. Mr. Churchill believes that 
it is wrong for other nations to divide 
and partition free nations, but somehow 
it is right for Britain to enforce partition 
in Ireland. If partitioning of a free 
nation is an evil, and none will deny that 
it is, then why not root out the evil at 
its source, namely, in Ireland. 

Idealistic statements make excellent 
reading, but leave their hearers .unim
pressed when the ideals are not to be 
applied equally and forthrightly. So 
long a.s partition continues as a proto
type in Ireland it is folly to mouth plati
tudes about the evils of partition else
where. If Mr. Churchill means what he 
says, if he would leave one outstanding 
act of integrity in diplomacy as a me
morial to his name, then let him initiate 
the removal of the nefarious border in 
Ireland and bring about the unity of this 
country, which more than any other is 
geographically and ethnically one. When 
Ireland is united, then and then only will 
we be a.ble to put confidence in the state
ments of Mr. Churchill and give credence 
to the musical mouthings of pleasing 
platitudes with which his speeches ring. 

The argument in favor of the unity of 
Ireland is so well set forth in the edi
torial of the San Francisco Examiner, 
that I desire to make it a part of these 
remarks. The editorial reads as follows: 

BUT NOT IRELAND 

For a sardonic commentary on the practi
cal application of an ideal, we call your at
tention to the reaction of Winston Churchill 
to a suggestion that the ·partition of Ireland 
be put to a vote in a free election. 

One of the points in the declaration com
ing out of the Washington meeting of Presi
dent Eisenhower and Sir Winston was that 
they w.ould seek to achieve unity in free 
nations divided against their will by free 
elections supervised by the United Nations. 

If such an election were held, the 26 coun
ties of the Irish Republic would, of course, 
vote overwhelmingly to end partition. 

· But the interesting thing is this: There 
is a strong feeling also against partition in 
the six countries of northern Ireland, which 
is part of the British Empire. 

As we understand it, and we think our 
facts are right, about 35 percent of the peo
ple of northern Ireland are against partition. 
When you come to the border counties, the 
people of Armagh and Fermanagh are p're
ponderantly against partition, as also are 
the people of the southern half of County 
Down and the western half of County Tyrone. 

So Cahir Healy, Irish Nationalist Member 
of Commons, worked the squeeze on Mr. 
Churchill the other day. Would he support 
the principle of free government for coun
tries whose people wanted it, asked Mr. 
Healy? 

Certainly, said Sir Winston. 
Well, continued Mr. Healy, would he under

take to apply the principle to Ireland? 
He would not, said Sir Winston, the terms 

of the principle were not applicable there. 
It is curious, sometimes, what happens 

when ideals and self-interest meet. 

Unified Ireland Essential to National 
Defense 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. MELVIN PRICE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 22, 1954 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the most strategic positions in the world 
today is Ireland, sitting as it does where 
it may be used as a base to protect the 
Atlantic shipping lanes, so essential to 
our national defense. 

It is essential to our ability to defend 
ourselves that this strategic bastion be 
strong; and to be strong Ireland should 
be unified. 

Whereas the United States cannot 
force the unification of Ireland, we can 
lend our great influence to that achieve
ment. One way to accomplish this 
would be for the Congress to reaffirm the 
position taken by the 65th Congress in 
1919, when we supported the right of tha 
people of Ireland to determine the form 
of government under which they desire 
to live. 
· We can do this by passing the Fogarty 

resolution, which has long been pending. 
A discharge petition has been filed to 
bring the Fogarty resolution before the 
House. I was one of the first Members 
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to sign this petition. I urge my col
leagues to sign it, so that we may place 
the prestige of the House of Represen~a
tives behind a unified Ireland, wh1ch 
would be of immeasurable benefit to our 
national security. 

Once Was Too Often 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. EDWARD T. MILLER 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 22, 1954 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, approximately 6 years ago, the 
80th Congress was winding up its work. 
The accomplishments of that Congress 
had been outstanding. The 80th Con
gress had provided adequate na:tio~al 
defense· balanced the budget; pa1d bil
lions o~ the national debt; given sub
stantial relief to the overburdened tax
payers; reversed the trend of inftation; 
eliminated price controls and many of 
the wartime measures that had ham
pered and harassed business. It en
acted over Presidential veto the Taft
Hartley law, which was to bring about 
vastly improved labor-management re
lations; initiated the investigatio~s 
which landed Alger Hiss and other trai
tors in prison and led to the exposure of 
grafters, petty chiselers, and purveyors 
of special privilege. 

The 80th Congress set up the Hoover 
Commission and laid the groundwork 
for a more economic and efficient gov
ernment, and exposed to the white light 
of public opinion the recipients of mink 
coats and deep freezers. 

In spite of this outstanding record, 
accomplished in the face of fierce oppo
sition on the part of entrenched bureau
crats and selfish politicians, the New 
Deal-Fair Deal partisans and left-wing 
pinks began a smear campaign which la
beled the 80th Congress a "do-nothing 
Congress," and the "second worst" in 
the history of the country. 

False as were these charges, long and 
continued repetition sufficiently con
fused the thinking of enough voters to 
send down to defeat many fine Mem
bers of that Congress. The result was 
a change in legislative leadership, disas
trous to the American people and to the 
Nation. Once again we were turned 
back on the road of deficit spending to 
such an extent that to this date we have 
not been able to achieve a balanced 
budget. 

Members of the 80th Congress, ab
sorbed in the needs of the moment, 
failed adequately to inform the people 
of the splendid record of accomplish
ments. This failure cost our country 
dearly. Already the same left-wing 
forces and political adversaries have ini
tiated a similar smear against the pres-
ent Congress. 

We cannot afford a similar catastro
phe in this year of 1954. It behooves us 
to rise above modesty and to proclaim 
proudly and loudly to the American peo
ple the story of the great accomplish-

ments of this 83d Congress in coopera
tion with the present administration. 
We should see to it that the rank and 
file of American citizens are acquainted 
with the legislative performance of the 
past 2 years; legislation designed to ad
vance President Eisenhower's program 
for the building of a stronger America 
where every citizen has reason for bold 
hope, where effort is rewarded and pros
perity is shared. 

We should point out that under this 
program the Nation has not been en
gulfed in the depression so glibly forecast 
by the prophets of doom. Over 62 mi_l
lion people are gainfully employed; m 
1953 the gross national production 
amounted to a billion dollars a day; in
flation has once more been checked; over 
$12 billion was saved during the first 17 
months of this administration out of the 
planned spending of the last administra
tion. The biggest tax cut ever made in 
the history of this or any other coun
try-nearly $7% billion-was effected 
this year and dozens of inequalities and 
inequities in the tax laws have been 
wiped out by the first general overhaul
ing in ':'8 years. This Congress has en
acted the most far-reaching Federal-aid 
highway program in history; abolished 
over 200,000 unnecessary Federal jobs; 
increased unemployment compensation 
coverage; expanded hospital construc
tion· ended the tidelands controversy 
and 'restored the offshore larids to the 
States. 
· It has moved to get the Government 
out of competition with private business, 
and provided for the sale of the federally 
operated synthetic rubber industry. 
The groundwork has been laid for revis
ing the atomic energy law, looking to 
peaceful application of scientific devel
opments. 

A new Hoover Commission has been 
set up and 12 reorganization plans 
adopted in the interest of greater econ
omy and efficiency. Laws have been 
passed making it possible more effectively 
to combat communism and subversion 
at home. Successful prosecutions and 
deportations have greatly increased the 
hazards of treason and subversion, and 
more than 2,400 security risks have been 
eliminated from Federal jobs. Great 
improvements and increased benefits 
have been provided in broadened social 
security. A constructive agricultural 
program has been enacted, including a 
plan for a $1.3 billion farm surplus dis
posal abroad. Veterans benefits have 
been increased and our armed services 
and national defense streamlined and 
strengthened giving us more security for 
less money. 

Mr. Speaker, I have mentioned only 
some of the headlines. The 83d Con
gress has made an outstanding, brilliant 
and constructive record, second to none. 

·we should make these facts and ac
complishments clear to the American 
people. This Congress has been _guided 
by the same leadership which led the 
80th Congress. The greatest mistake 
made then, I believe, was the failure to 
make clear to the American people what 
had been performed. We must not re
peat this mistake. It was so expensive 
that once was too often. 

H. R. 8300 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. GLENARD P. LIPSCOMB 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 22, 1954 

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Speaker, as the 
passage by Congress of H. R. 8300 be
comes imminent, we should be more 
aware than ever of the taxpayers' need 
for professional help in the determina
tion and settlement of his Federal tax 
liabilities. Although the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954-H. R. 8300-will re
sult in simplification and improvement 
of the administration of the tax code, 
it contains a multitude of changes which 
in themselves will result for a time in 
considerable confusion for the taxpayer. 
In order to take full advantage of the 
tax relief Congress intended them to 
have, many individuals are going to re_
quire professional advice. At least unt1l 
the new regulations become settled, an 
abnormal number of disputes can be ex
pected to arise between the Commis
sioner and the taxpayer. Again, it is 
imperative that the taxpayer have com
petent representation when such dis
putes arise. 

In March of this year Commissioner 
of Internal Revenue T. Coleman An
drews stated that the Government re
ceives 65 million returns a year and at 
least 10 percent of the taxpayers sub
mitting these returns get prof-essional 
help. He also indicated that many 
others probably need such help but they 
either do not recognize the need or they 
cannot afford it. It is apparent that it 
is to the interest of the United States 
to encourage professionally competent 
persons to engage in such work. To the 
extent that such professionals are avail
able, the Government profits from a col
lection process which is efficient, eco
nomical, and equitable. This is recog
nized by Commissioner Andrews. In a 
talk delivered in Texas last year the 
Commissioner made it very clear that 
his agency wishes to encourage those 
who render such services. I quote Com
missioner Andrews: 

Now, my friends, in a system such as we 
have we cannot for 1 minute admit that 
anyone may restrict the right to practice 
before the Internal Revenue Service. There 
are too many people subject to ·our laws; 
there are too many tax returns that have to 
be filed, and there are already too few of us 
who are qualified to help. We cannot under 
any circumstances reduce the number who 
are qualified. Rather, we think that to the 
fullest extent possible, the right to practice 
ought to be extended rather than restricted. 

The very success of th~ Internal Reve
nue Service depends on maintaining this 
attitude on who may help the taxpayer 
and the Government in this monumental 
task. 

Recently this matter of who is qualified 
to render professional assistance to a 
taxpayer in settling disputes which may 
arise in the course of determining his tax 
liability has been thrown into a state of 
confusion by certain State court deci
sions. Apparently the State courts are 
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not certain just what functions may- be 
performed by agents enrolled to practice 
before Treasury. What has in the past 
been considered we~ within the scope of 
the legitimate activities of an enrolled 
agent has recently been held by a Cali
fornia court to be the unauthorized prac
tice of law. 

The purpose of H. R. ·10007, which I 
have introduced, is to grant the Secre
tary of the Treasury authority to pro
mulgate regulations which will clearly 
define who may represent a taxpayer in 
the course of any. administrative con
ferences which may arise in determining 
his tax liability. If we are to give the 
Secretary of the Treasury and the Com
missioner of Internal Revenue the ad
ministrative latitude they need in col
lecting the taxes required to finance the 
Government of the United States, it is 
imperative that the Congress grant this 
authority. 

The Men's Apparel Industry of 
Philadelphia . 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP 

HON. JAMES H. DUFF 
OJ' PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Thursday, July 22, 1954 

Mr. DUFF . . Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed. in 
the Appendix of the RECORD a statement 
I have prepared on the men's apparel 
industry .of Philadelphia. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR ~ 

For two and a half centuries, the men's ap
parel industry of Philadelphia has served the 
Nation in peace and in war. In this year 
of its auspicious 250th anniversary, I take 
this opportunity to salute its long and con
tinuous production record, an event which is 
being commem01,:ated in cities all over the 
country and which is being given official rec
ognition in the largest city of my own Com
monwealth of Pennsylvania. 

Long before our forefathers met in Phila
delphia to found this great Republic, the 
American clothing industry came into exist
ence in a few small shops on the shores of 
the Delaware River. In the intervening cen
turies it has developed into a $200,000,000-a
year industry, providing work for 10 percent 
of the entire industrial labor market of the 
Greater Philadelphia area. 

There is not a city, large or small, through 
the vast expanse of our land, where Phila
delphia-made men's apparel is not sold. The 
industry's progress and prosperity has been 
tied in closely with the national economy. 
Its harmonious employee-employer rela
tions, uninterrupted for a quarter of a cen
tury has provided a happy pattern for all 
other industrial areas. 

This industry proVided uniforms for Gen
eral Washington's army and in every war 
in which our country has since engaged. 
Its peacetime production has grown in step 
with the development of our Republic and 
today, as it observes its 25oth birthday it is 
at the peak of its quality production. 

It is a record of which this industry iS 
justly proud and I hope all Americans wlll 
join in my sincere salute to the men and 
women who have made it great and to Phil
adelphia. which nurtured so well its growth. 

The Merchant Marine Ad, 1936 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP 

HON. JOHN F. SHELLEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 22, 1954 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, con
tinuing the remarks I addressed to the 
House on July 20, defending the need for 
Government support for shipbuilding 
programs and explaining the purposes of 
the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, I wish 
to comment on certain often repeated 
criticisms of the act's operations--criti
cisms which I believe to be unmerited 
and unjust. 

My remarks today will deal with at
tacks that are continually made on the 
construction-differential subsidies paid 
for ship construction by private ship
yards under the terms of the 1936 act, 
and on the operating-differential sub
sidies paid to subsidized shipping lines 
operating on trade routes on which it has 
been determined that it is essential to 
the United States that regularly sched
uled commercial sailings be maintained. 
A principal burden of such attacks is a 
complaint that-somehow and in some 
never completely explained way-Amer
ican maritime labor is profiting outra
geously at the expense of the American 
taxpayer from the subsidy payments 
made to the shipping lines and to those 
who contract to build ships under the 
Merchant Marine Act. In my opinion, 
those attacks are aimed not so much at 
the principles upon which these sub
sidies are based, as they are aimed at the 
traditional high standard of living en
joyed by American workmen as a result 
of receiving a decent living wage. That 
standard of living is the main basis of 
the continued economic prosperity of the 
United States. It is asinine to demand or 
expect that we can keep a merchant 
marine on the seas, manned by Ameri
can seamen, without paying them wages 
which will enable their families to live 
as well as their neighbors. It is equally 
foolish and unjust to expect to keep our 
essential shipyards operating with crews 
of skilled American workmen unless we 
enable shipbuilding firms to pay their 
men a scale of wages competitive with 
those paid in other industries employing 
men with the same skills; · 

Realizing the vital importance of 
building our merchant marine around 
a hard core of citizen seamen, the 
authors of the Merchant Marine Act of 
1936 wrote into section 301 of the act 
a requirement that subsidized chipping 
lines pay their seagoing personnel a min
imum wage scale and provide a minimum 
standard of working conditions for the 
officers and crews, and requiring also 
that all of the licensed officers and at 
least 90 percent of the crews of all ves
sels built with construction-differential 
subsidy aid or operated under operating .. 
differential subsidies be American citi
zens. Section 603 <b) of the act provides 
that the amount of operating-differen
tial subsidy paid the subsidized shipping 

lines shall include th~ "excess of the 
fair and reasonable cost" of wages and 
subsistence of officers and crew.s over the 
estimated fair and reasonable cost if the 
vessel were operated under the registry 
of foreign countries whose vessels are 
competing therewith. Section 502 (b) 
of the act, in a similar effort to encour
age maintenance of domestic shipyards 
a~d trained shipbuilding personnel, pro
VIdes for payment of a similar subsidy, 
the construction-differential subsidy, to 
cover the excess costs of building ships 
in American yards as compared to the 
estimated cost of construction in foreign 
yards. The cost differentials include, 
of course, the higher American standard 
of wages paid our shipyard workers. 

Mr. Speaker, if it were not for the 
higher cost of every phase of ship con
struction and ship operation using 
American-made materials and American 
labor as compared with foreign costs, 
we would not need the Merchant Marine 
Act of 1936 or any form of encourage
ment to private industry to keep an 
adequate merchant marine and an ade
quate shoreside industry to keep it 
afloat. Free private American enter
prise would do the job. But neither 
American businessmen nor American 
workmen are dumb enough to invest 
their funds or ·invest their time in an 
enterprise from which they can expect 
no adequate return. People in the mari
tfme industry, like those in any other 
industry or in any other profession, have 
every right to expect a fair return from 
their investment, or a fair living from 
their labor. If that return is not forth
coming they have every right to turn to 
other fields. 

Experience and commonsense both 
tell us how disastrous the abandonment 
of the American merchant marine would 
be to our national security. The pro
visions of the Merchant Marine Act 
which I have mentioned were designed 
to prevent that abandonment. Until 
~omeone comes up with a better plan. 
It behooves us to ignore the false 
prophets of doom who attack the pro~ 
visions, and to implement and strengthen 
them instead. 

Mr. Speaker. those who attack the 
higher wages paid American seamen and 
American shipyard labor as compared 
to foreign wages should examine their 
own consciences before shooting off their 
mouths. Let us consider some exam
ples in this regard: For instance, Amer
ican seamen's wages have been at
tacked on the ground that they are four 
times those paid British seamen in com
parable jobs. But an American Con
gressman receives a $15,000 a year sal
ary as compared to the $2,800 a year 
received by a Member of the British 
Parliament, more than 5 times as much. 
I do not hear any arguments that we 
should gear our salaries to the scale of 
the British Parliament, and I think we 
can all agree that there would be no 
sense in so doing. How does the case of 
the American seamen or shipyard work
er differ from ours? 

The American merchant marine is uni
versally recognized as being the fourth 
ann of our national defense. As Fleet 
Admiral King said in November of 1945 
in evaluating the part the merchant 
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marine had played in the successful war 
effort: 

A large merchant marine ls not only an 
important national resource; it is, in being, 
an integral part of our country's armed 
might during the time of crisis. 

We do not expect our general or our 
admirals, our captains or colonels, or our 
other officers and enlisted men to take 
the same pay received by the British 
or by the members of the armed forces 
of any other foreign country. Neither do 
we determine their pay scales by any 
comparison with foreign wages-they 
are established on the basis of what is 
required by the American standard of 
living and the need to induce qualified 
personnel to join the services and to 
continue in them as a career. Why 
should we try to set any other standards 
for the members of the American mer
chant marine and the people employed 
in its supporting establishments? 

The subsidies paid to American farm
ers are not based on any formula involv
ing a form of parity with foreign agri
cultural prices-they are determined 
both at present and in proposed legis
lation on a system of maintaining for 
farm income an equitable relationship 
with the general cost of living in Amer
ica. What sound reason is there for 
those who support this subsidy to those 
engaged in the essential job of farming 
to attack subsidies for the no less esse:a.
tial jobs of building and sailing ships? 

We have a long-established system of 
tariffs and import duties levied against 
the industrial, mining, and agricultural 
products of cheap foreign labor as a 
means of protecting American in
dustry and American workingmen in 
those fields against undue competition 
from that source. This protection, 
highly questionable in the case of 
many nonessential industries, places 
the Government in the position of im .. 
posing indirect subsidy payments on 
the American consumer for the benefit 
of protected industries. Yet those who 
are the most rabid supporters of high 
protective tariffs and who most strongly 
oppose the principle pf reciprocal trade 
are all too frequently the same people 
who hamstring the appropriations for 
subsidies to the essential merchant ma
rine and the maritime industry. The 
subsidy provisions of the Merchant Ma
rine Act have been called tariff opera
tions in reverse. They are the law of 
the land just as much as are the laws 
imposing tariffs. I do not see how re
fusing to appropriate the necessary 
funds to carry out maritime subsidy law 
can be justified any more reasonably 
than our customs collectors would be 
justified in refusing to collect the tariffs 
and duties due on foreign imports. 

Mr. Speaker, the proposition is as sim
ple as this: Our national security de
pends on maintenance of an adequate, 
modern maritime industry here in the 
United States. This has been proven in 
two wars. In the face of low-cost for
eign competition such an industry can
not be maintained unless American busi· 
nessmen and American wage earners in 
the industry receive just compensation 

for their investments and their labor. 
Foreign competition makes it impossible 
to insure such compensation without 
Government aid. The Merchant Ma
rine Act of 1936 subsidy provisions were 
written into law to provide that aid on 
a reasonable basis and as a result of long 
study. Study after study by Commis
sion after Commission has produced no 
more effective way of meeting the prob
lem. The provisions of the act, for want 
of a better substitute, are still in full 
force and effect. The act as written 
contains provisions to protect against · 
abuse if properly administered. Refusal 
to permit the act to operate is an in
excusable evasion of congressional and 
executive responsibility to maintain the 
security of the United States, and should . 
not be tolerated either by the Members 
of this House or by the people of the 
United States. 

In further support of that position I 
am preparing an additional statement 
with regard to other phases of the over
all problem of keeping a modern mer
chant marine afloat. This statement will 
appear in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
".Vithin a few days. In the meantime I 
urge that those of my colleagues who 
may have questioned the need for mari
time subsidies in the past do some soul
searching and serious thinking on the 
problem in the light of these remarks 
and those I inserted in the RECORD on 

. July 26. 

The Atomic Energy Bill 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. HAROLD D. DONOHUE 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 22, 1954 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, it is 
said hereabouts that the atomic energy 
bill will soon be considered in the House 
and that only 2 days will be allowed for 
debate and discussion. 

The bill is compiled of some 107 pages 
of technical provision and complex 
phraseology. It affects a $12 billion in
vestment of the American taxpayers and 
whatever final law we enact will reach 
into the destiny of many generations to 
come. 

It is, therefore, my earnest hope and 
plea that the leadership will insure that 
no restriction of time be placed upon dis
cussion of perhaps the most vital sub
ject yet to be presented to this Congress 
or indeed any other Congress. 

As the bill now reads it is objectionable 
to me, and I think a great many others, 
primarily because it negatives the non
partisan public-power policy of this 
country that has been developed since 
1902. That occurs because of the current 
absence in the measure of any reliable 
safeguard against exploitation of atomic 
power by private utilities. It practically 
forbids the Atomic Energy Commission 

to operate in the commercial power field 
which simply means that the taxpayers 
will have to pay for further experimen
tation, from which the rrivate utilities 
will ultimately benefit. 

There are many deficiencies in the bill 
as it now stands but, in the public inter
est and recognition of the tremendous 
amount of money that ha.:; come out of 
the average taxpayer's pocket, two major 
improvements must be inserted in the 

· act before, in my judgment, it should be 
approved. 

The present pate~t provision must be 
corrected to insure that no atomic de
velopment monopoly can be established 
by those few firms privileged to carry out 
the original atomic energy research un
der Government contract and subsidy. 

The provision restricting the Atomic 
Energy Commission from producing 
atomic power for Government-operated 
plant uses and also making it available 
for public consumption through rural 
electric cooperatives and municipal 
agencies must also be removed in defer
ence to the power-consuming public and 
protection against unjust profiteering. 

I sincerely remind the Members of this 
House that a heavy moral obligation rests 
upon us with respect to this particular 
legislation. Let us give this vitally im
portant subject the long and careful and 
serious consideration it warrants. We 
can do no less to merit the continuing 
trust and confidence of the people who 
sent us here to legislate for the general 
welfare. 

Impounded California Tidelands Funds 
Should Be Released by Justice Depart· 
ment. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. SAMUEL W. YORTY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 22, 1954 

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Speaker, although 
the so-called tidelands controversy has 
long since been settled by legislation 
which was upheld by the Supreme Court, 
the Federal Government is still holding 
approximately $25 million which right
fully belongs to the State of California. 
These impounded funds should be re
leased to California without further de
lay. 

The attorney general of California has 
diligently sought release of these funds. 
They are reported to be on deposit in 
banks where they draw no interest. 
Whether or not this is true, California 
is being deprived of funds to which the 
people of the State are the rightful 
owners. Unless the funds are released 
to California without further delay, I 
shall ask the Judiciary Committee of the 
House to investigate the reason for the 
dilatory tactics of the Justice Depart
ment. 
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-The-Eagle ana the Sforin - -

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ALFRED D. SIEMINSKI 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 22, 1954 

Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the 
new 4-cent airmail stamp, to be issued. 
by the Post Office in September, for use 
on post cards, underscores the signifi
cance of the American spirit and recalls 
a legend of the eagle and the storm. 

Displayed in the Washington Post and 
Times Herald on Friday, July 23, 1954, 
the new airmail stamp shows a beautiful 
uncrowned, bald-headed American eagle 
in powerful flight, high in the clouds. It 
moves with an ease that arrests the eye. 

Legend has it that when severe storms 
come, some birds flee in fright to hide in 
the lee of any convenient shelter. Others 
continue head on into the wind, flying 
until exhausted. The American Eagle, 
symbol of our Nation, spirit of our peo
ple, soars above the storm and keeps 
going. 

The Post Office is to be congr&tulated 
for issuing a stamp which underscores 
so well the American spirit. . . 

Highlights of the Republican Tax 
Revision Bill 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OJ' 

HON. DANIEL A. REED 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 22, 1954 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
the Republican tax revision bill, H. R. 
8300, which I sponsored and which is now 
to become law, is the most monumental 
legislative undertaking in the history of 
the Congress. 

It is the first comprehensive revision 
of the internal revenue laws since before 
the turn of the century and the enact
ment of the income tax. 

Approximately a half a million· man
hours of work have gone into this gi
gantic achievement. 

Over 3,000 changes in the revenue laws 
are contained in the tax revision meas
ure. In general, the purpose of these 
changes has been to rei:nove inequities, 
to end harassment of the taxpayer, and 
to reduce tax barriers to future expan
sion of production and employment. 

The new law closes over 50 loopholes 
through which taxpayers today · can 
avoid paying their fair share of" taxes. 
- The new law contains $827 million re

lief for individuals and $536 million re· 
lief for business. In addition, the new 
law will extend the present 52 percent 
corporate income for 1 year which means 
an additional $1.2 billion tax on business. 
This increased tax on business practi
cally pays for all of the tax relief granted 

so that the net ·cost to · the revenue will 
be only $163 million . . 
_ Without attempting to give a technical 

interpretation, the following represents 
some of the highlights of the new tax 
law. These changes in general are ef
fective last January 1 so that the tax
payers will receive the benefit from them 
this year. 

DEPENDENTS 

First. A parent can claim a deduction 
of $600 for each child regardless of the 
child's earnings if the child is under 19 
and . the parent continues to furnish 
more than half the child's support. 
Second~ A parent can also claim the 

$600 dependency deduction for a child 
over 18 regardless of the child's earnings 
if the child is attending school or col
lege, or receiving on-the-farm training, 
and the parent continues to furnish more 
than half the child's support. 

Third. An aged parent or other de
pendent cared for by several members 
of a family can be claimed as a deduc
tion by one of the members of the family. 

Fourth. A taxpayer can claim a $600 
dependency deduction for a foster child. 

Fifth. A taxpayer can claim a $600 
dependency deduction for a child await
ing adoption. 

Sixth. A taxpayer can claim a $600. 
dependency deduction for any other per
son, regardless of relationship, if the tax
payer supports that person in his home. 

Seventh. A taxpayer can claim a $600 
dependency deduction for a cousin who 
is institutionalized because of physical 
or mental disability. , 

Savings to taxpayers, $85 million. 
CHn.D-CARE EXPENSES 

First. Single working parents, such as 
a widow' are allowed a deduction up to 
$600 for the expense of child-care for
children up to 12 years of age. 

Second. The same deduction is allowed 
for a married woman who must work 
because her husband is incapacitated. 

Third. The same deduction is allowed 
with respect to any dependent, regard
less of age, who is mentally or physically 
incapable of caring for himself. 

Fourth. A similar deduction is allowed 
a married woman if the combined in
come of her husband and herself does 
not exceed $5,100. 

Savings to_ taxpayers, $130 million. 
J4EDICAL EXPENSES 

First. Medical expenses can be de
ducted when they exceed 3 percent of 
income, instead of 5 percent as under 
present law. 

Second. Example: A family with $3,000 
gross income and medical expenses of 
$150 will be able to deduct $60. The 
same family can deduct nothing today. 

Third. The bill doubles the present 
maximum limit on the amount that can 
be deducted. 

Savings to taxpayers, $80 million. 
HEAD OF FAMILY 

First. A single taxpayer who has a 
dependent son or daughter will be en
titled during the first 2 _years after the 
death of his spouse to the same income
splitting privilege as is accorded married 
couples. 

Second. A single individual can receive 
half the benefits of income splitting "if 
he has a dependent parent and if the 
taxpayer maintains a household for the 
father or mother. 

Savings to taxpayers, $11 million. 
RETIREMENT INCOME CREDIT 

First. All retired people 65 and over, 
including schoolteachers, firemen, police
men, and civil servants: will in effect be 
exempt on all retirement income up to 
$1,200. This will mean a tax reduction 
for these retired people of up to $240 a 
year. _ 

Second. Example: A retired single in
dividual over 65 who has a total retire
ment income of $3,000 today pays about 
$300 in income tax. Under the bill, his 
tax is reduced to $60-a saving of $240. 

Third. The same exemption will ex
tend to individuals under 65 if they re
ceive a pension from a public retirement 
system, such as do teachers. 

Savings to taxpayers, $141 million. 
CREDIT PURCHASES 

The bill allows a deduction for interest 
up to 6 percent on installment purchases. 

Total saving to taxpayers, $10 million. 
CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS 

The bill increases from 20 to 30 per
cent the allowable deduction for chari
table contributions to churches, hos
pitals, and educational institutions. 

Total saving to taxpayers, $25 million. 
AID TO FARMERS 

First. Deductions up to 25 percent of 
farm income are allowed for soil and 
water conservation. 

Second. The bill permits more rapid 
write-off of the expense of farm ma
Chinery, equipment, and construction. 
· Third. Removes tax on· the proceeds 
of the sale of cattle when the sale is 
necessitated-by disease. 

Savings to taxpayers, $10 million. 
SICKNESS AND ACCIDENT PLANS 

First. Premiums paid by employers to 
health and accident plans will not be 
taxable to their employees. 

Second. All accident and health bene
fits paid as reimbursement for actual 
medical expenses to employees, their 
wives, or children, are completely ex· 
empted from tax. 

Third. Payments to employees for loss 
of wages due to injury or illness are ex
empted up to $100 a week. 

Savings to taxpayers: No estimate 
possible. 

DEATH BENEFITS 

The bill exempts all death benefits up 
to $5,000 paid by an employer to the 
widow or other beneficiary of an 
employee. 

Savings to taxpayers: No estimate 
possible. 

PENSIONS AND ANNUITIES 

In addition to the $1,200 exemption 
extended to retirement income, the bill 
also provides a simpler method for taxa .. 
tion of pensions and annuities, ends an
nual 3-percent tax paid on annuities 
and provides instead a method of com
puting tax on basis of cost divided by 
years of life expectancy. 

Savings to taxpayers. $10 million. 
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DIVIDEND CREDIT 

First. Excludes first $50 in dividends 
from taxation and provides a credit 
against tax equal to 4 percent of the 
balance. 

Second. Example: An individual with 
$50 or less in dividends from his savings 
will be entirely exempt from tax on that 
amount. 

Third. Example: An individual with 
$250 in dividends from his savings will 
exclude the first $50 entirely, and then 
reduce his total tax by $8-4 percent of 
the balance of $200. 

Savings to taxpayers, $204 million. 
DEPRECIATION 

The bill will permit the more liberal 
writeoff of the cost of new equipment. 
For example, in the first year of life of 
new equipment, the taxpayer will be able 
to write off twice the amount now al
lowed. 

Savings to taxpayers, $375 million, of 
which $75 million represents savings to 
individuals such as farmers, shopkeep
ers, and salesmen. 

DECLARATIONS OF ESTIMATED TAX 

The requirements are eased for filing 
declarations of estimated tax. Upward 
of a million taxpayers will be relieved of 
the present requirement for filing. 

FILING TAX RETURNS 

Tax returns will be due April 15 in
stead of March 15, giving taxpayers 1 
additional month in which to prepare 
their final tax returns and make their 
final tax payments. 

RESEARCH AND EXPERIMENTATION 

The bill grants taxpayers an option to 
either deduct as an expense or to amor
tize research and experimental expend
itures. 

No revenue estimate possible. The 
provision is designed to encourage busi
ness research with the objective of cre
ating new products, new processes, and 
new jobs. 

METHODS OF ACCOUNTING 

The bill brings tax-accounting rules 
into harmony with business accounting, 
thereby eliminating to a great extent the 
necessity for taxpayers to maintain two 
sets of books. It provides realistic com
putation of net income for tax purposes 
in conformity with sound business prac· 
tices. 

Savings to taxpayers, $47 million. 
DEPLETION 

The bill increases the rate of percent
age depletion on a variety of critical and 
strategic minerals in order to encourage 
the development of domestic sources of 
supply. 

Savings to taxpayers, $34 million. 
PARTNERSHIPS 

First. The bill adopts comprehensive 
provisions concerning the tax .treatment 
of partners and partnerships in order to 
remove confusion of existing law. Prin-
cipal objectives are simplicity, :flexibility, 
and equity between partners. 

Second. Certain proprietorships and 
partnerships are given the option to be 
taxed as corporations. 

Savings to taxpayers, $20 million. 

INVENTIONS 

The bill extends capital-gains treat .. 
meiit to proceeds realized by an inventor 
on the sale or exchange of a patent. 

No revenue estimate possible. The 
new provision is designed to encourage· 
invention and thereby promote a healthy 
economy and an improving standard of 
living. 

NET OPERATING LOSS 

The bill extends the net operating loss 
carryback to 2 years and makes certain 
other adjustments. 

Savings to taxpayers, $120 million. 
LIFE INSURANCE 

The bill lessens the estate tax on the 
proceeds of certain life-insurance poli
cies. 

Savings to individual taxpayers, $25 
million. 

CONSOLIDATED RETURNS 

The bill removes the 2 percent penalty 
tax with respect to consolidated returns 
filed by regulated public utilities. 

Savings to taxpayers, $35 million. 
IMPROPER ACCUMULATIONS 

The bill eases the penalty tax on cer
tain accumulated earnings in order that 
business, especially small businesses, may 
have greater freedom in retaining their 
funds for legitimate business purposes. 

Savings to taxpayers, $10 million. 
CORPORATION INCOME TAX 

The bill extends for 1 year the present 
52 percent corporation income tax. 

Total increase in revenue, $1.2 billion. 
. REPUBLICAN ACTION FOR TAXPAYERS 

The 10 percent reduction in Federal 
income taxes which went into effect last 
January 1 saves individual taxpayers a 
total of $3 billion annually. This tax cut 
would not have been possible if the Con
gress and the administration had not cut 
the Truman budget for fiscal1954 by $12 
billion. 

Nor would the $2 billion tax saving by 
elimination of the excess-profits tax have 
been possible without this budget cutting. 

The Republican excise-tax reduction 
law saves taxpayers an additional $1 
billion. 

The tax revision act will save taxpay
ers $1,400,000,000. 

A total of $827 million of this tax sav
ing is for individuals. The remainder, 
$536 million, is tax relief for business. 

The overall tax-cut program will save 
$7,400,000,000. Of this amount, indi
viduals receive an overall total tax sav
ing of $4,700,000,000. The tax savings so 
far surpass any previous total in the 
history of Congress. 

Mutual Security and the Spirit of Forty
Nine 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ALFRED D. SIEMINSKI 
OP NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 22, 1954 

Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Speaker, what 
sense of security did the 49'ers have in · 
their rush to the West?. 

Did their sense of reward override the 
risk of ruin? 

Does the sense of reward in the bill 
soon to come before the Congress on mu
tual security override the risk of ruin? 

Would the cry ''anti-Communist" or 
''o:ffensive for peace" have spurred the 
rush to the West that helped to develop 
the United States in 1849? 

In presenting this bill for approval of 
the House, do we play the chords that 
propel men to greater things? 

There is literature that holds that the 
gold rush of 1849 choked Communist 
dogma in the United States, then being 
sown in Germany and France as well, by 
Marx and Engels. This same literature 
holds that Communist dogma was kept 
in its crib in America for the next cen
tury, from 1848 to 1948, because of the 
swift economic development of the 
United States. Depressions were over
come, labor was enlightened, and Amer
ica fought on moral grounds, hence, 
Communist dogma produced little that 
was revolutionary to America. The 
wheels of government cared for the jus
tified grievances of men, correcting them. 

Is it proper to say that Americans were 
so busy, in 1849 and later, developing 
their lands and filling out their lives that 
communism had scant chance? · 

What would have happened had gold 
and its discovery not added impact to 
the development of the West? 

Overlooking the embargo placed 
against our wheat in 1816 by the British, 
thus forcing our people to move west
ward, to develop markets, some literature 
would hold that were it not for the gold 
rush, in 1849, America would have been 
in ferment as was Europe--Germany, 
England, and France-and that Commu· 
nist doctrines would have taken hold in 
the United States as they did in Russia 
and as they try to do in many parts of 
the world where vacuums in the life of 
men and nations develop. 

It is interesting to note however, that 
in 1848, in Germany and France, indus
trial strife set in. Economics and the 
working conditions of man was a fore· 
most topic of the people in their quest to 
live. 

In America, at about that time, John 
C. Calhoun argued for the right of the 
South, on its terms, to compete with the 
North. A few years later war broke out 
between the States. 

The working conditions of man were 
taking on more and more importance. 
For in the early 1890's a famous ency .. 
clical warned man to make economies his 
servant, not his master, warned man to 
run his industrial plant to the fullest 
measure of man's benefit, not to make 
man a slave of his industrial plant. 

Then came a great war, the war of 
1914. 

Then came depression and another 
famed encyclical on the conditions of 
man in the early thirties. 

Then there was another war, the war 
of 1939, and again the war of 1950 with 
Korea and Indochina now history. 

What is next? 
Is there a lesson in the items above, 

and if so, can they guide the free world 
to roll up an impact such as the 49'ers 
and the pioneers had on America? They 
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sen~ed. rewat::d that overrode th~ fisk of 
ruin. 

Would it be correct to say that one 
can gage the extent of the success of 
the mutual-security bill by the degree to 
which it can help others develop and 
defend their lands and resources for a 
fuller life as free as possible of pain and 
suffering? 

Does the mutual-security measure hold 
out for people a sense of reward that 
overrides the risk of ruin? Or does it · 
appeal to people to crouch in fear in 
shelters with their weapons because the 
Reds are coming? 

If the mutual security bill, soon to be 
voted on by the Congress, does not hold 
out the hope for more and more people, 
by their own effort to do and own more 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, JuLY 23, 1954_ 

<Legislatipe day of Friday, July 2, 1954) 

At the expiration of the recess the 
Senate reassembled. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] 
will offer the pr_ayer. 

PRAYER 

:Mr .. BENNETT. Our. Father in 
heaven, as we resume our work after 
this brief p~.use, we come before Thee 
to ask Thy blessing upon our labors and 
upon ourselves. We ask, for ourselves, 
continued protection fqlm apcidents a:p.d 
impairments of health that would dimin
ish our efficiency. We ask, for our la
bors, that our minds may be clear, that 
we may approach our tasks with single
ness of heart and sincerity of purpose, 
and that the problems that lie before us 
may be solved in a manner which will be 
for the best and the highest good of our 
beloved country. Be with us during the 
hours of this day as we attend to our 
tasks. We pray in the name of Thy Son, 
Jesus Christ. Amen. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from California. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the reading 
of the journal of the preceding day be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that we may 
have the usual morning hour-paren
thetically, a very early morning hour
under the usual 2-minute limitation on 
speeches. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, 
would this be a good time to call up 
the conference report on housing? 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. KNOWLAND. If the Senator will 
yield, I suggest that the report be with
held for the time being. 

and more in greater safety for them
selves and their families, to the greater 
prosperity of their Nation, then it-avails 
little to label the bill "anti-Communist" . 
or an "offensive for peace." They would 
have been strange words to . the 49'er 
and the pioneer. They loved life. 
Fought and died for it because they 
loved it. 

There is the gold of life in the mutual 
security bill, Mr. Speaker. It must be re
fined and brought out so that the sense 
of reward it holds for freemen every
where will override the risk of ruin. 

Why does not the mutual security bill 
include in it, Mr. Speaker, a provision 
enabling the United States to have in
motion a continuing series of expeditions 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 
APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL COMMISSIONED 

OFFICERS OF THE REGULAR ARMY 
A letter from the Acting Secretary Of the 

Army, transmitting a draft of proposed legis
lation to provide for the appointment of 
additional commissioned officers in the Regu
lar Army, and for other purposes (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

TRANSFER OF FIRE-FIGHTING BOAT TO CITY OF 
GULFPORT, MISS. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 
Navy, reporting, pursuant to law, on the 
proposed transfer of a fire-fighting boat to 
the city of Gulfport, Miss.; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

AMENDMENT OF FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT 
OF 1938 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 
Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed legis
lation to amend the Fair Labor Standards 
Act of 1938, as amended (with an accom
panying paper); to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. 

RELIEF OF CERTAIN MEMBERS OF THE ARMED 
FORCES 

A letter from the Secretary of the Air Force, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to provide relief of certain members of the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force, and for other 
purposes (with an accompanying paper); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

YAM LAU-WITHDRAWAL OF NAME 
A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra

tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, withdrawing the name of Yam 
Lau, which was recently transmitted to the 
Senate, involving the provisions of section 4 
of the Displaced Persons Act of 1948; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS 
Petitions were laid before the Senate 

and referred as indicated: 
By the VICE PRESIDENT: 

A resolution adopted by Waltham Post 
2152, Department of Massachusetts, Veterans 
of Foreign Wars of the United States, Wal
tham, Mass., favoring the establishment of 

" a State Department Academy similar to 
West Point and Annapolis for the proper 
training of qualified leaders for the diplo
matic service; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

to Antarctica at a cost of about $1 mil
lion each expedition? 

Surely the sense of reward for the 
United States in the venture overrides 
the risk of •uiii. There is precious land · 
on Antarctica. There are wonderful 
statements on the project which have 
been presented to the Congress in several 
hearings. I think of two. This year, be
fore the other body, less than a month 
ago, by Capt. Finn Ronne who made an 
expedition there in the late· forties and 
who was executive officer to Admiral 
Byrd on the admiral's famed expedition 
to Antarctica. The other statement was 
presented in the 1954 hearings on mutual 
security by Miss Elizabeth A. Kendall, 
taxpayer, citizen, U. s. A. 

We should put a rider to tliis effect in 
this year's bill, Mr. Speaker. 

Resolutions adopted by Local No. 1466, 
United Steel Workers of America, Bessemer, 
Ala., favoring the enactment of Senate bill 
3553 and House bill . 9430, relating to the un
employment-insurance program; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

OPPOSITION TO FREIGHT-RATE 
INCREASE LEGISLATION 

Mr. WILEY. Mr . . President, I have 
received from a number of businessmen 
in my State, messages opposing any 
effort which may be made to steam
roller through quick freight-rate in
crease legislation in connection with pro
posed trip-leasing legislation. One such· 
message comes from the manager of the 
public affairs department of one of Wis
consin's great stores, Ed. Schuster & Co. 

I send to the desk the text of this 
representative message and ask unani
mous consent that it be printed at this 
point in the RECORD and be thereafter 
appropriately referred to the Senate In
terstate and Foreign Commerce Com
mittee. 

There being no objection, the message 
was referred to the Committee on In
_terstate and Foreign Commerce, and or
dered to be printed in the REcORD, as 
follows: 

ED. SCHUSTER & Co., INC., 
Milwaukee, Wis., July 22, 1954. 

Sen a tor ALExANDER WILEY, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR WILEY: We are definitely op

posed to the passage of the quick freight
rate increase bill S. 1461 which we under
stand may be tacked on to the trip-lease bill, 
H. R. 3203, as an amendment. This would 
mean that all of those who oppose bill S. 
1461 would have no chance to be heard in 
opposition to it and certainly the opponents 
should be granted that right. . 

We understand that S. 1461 would force 
the Interstate Commerce Commission to 
grant carriers general increases in rates 
within 60 days of their application. No 
hearing would be scheduled prior to granting 
the increase to determine whether or not 
the increase was justified. We cannot see 
the logic of granting an increase without 
a hearing and then placing the burden on 
those who pay the ·freight to prove the in
ct:ease, already granted, was not justified. 

We will greatly appreciate your checking 
into this situation and doing all possible 
to prevent the passage of such unfair and 
illogical legislation. Certainly your office 
should not be burdened with the appeals 
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